ATTACHMENT 1
DRAFT PROPOSED 2014-2018 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

FOR HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

September 5, 2013

Executive Summary

ES-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)

1. Introduction

The 2014 — 2017 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development provides the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) with information on the City of Seattle’s
intended uses of funds from four of HUD’s programs:

e Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

e Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

e Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)
e HOME Investment Partnership (HOME)

Through a review of housing market, community development, homeless needs, and economic
development data and our evaluation of past performance in Consolidated Plan-funded programs, we
have concluded that our existing strategies for the use of these funds are still sound and should
continue, with refinements. As such, our priorities for these four funds will continue to be

e Support the delivery of emergency shelter and related services for homeless persons and
families

e Develop and preserve affordable rental and ownership housing

e Support low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, businesses and business districts with
infrastructure and economic development assistance

e Support job training activities as part of an anti-poverty strategy

This last priority appeared in the 2013 Action Plan and responds to the need to ensure lower-income
persons are provided the best opportunities to enhance their economic potential.
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2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview

The objectives of our Consolidated Plan funding are to support low- and moderate-income Seattle
residents individually (as with homeless shelters) and through business district and neighborhood
improvements (as with park improvements). The planned outcomes include the provision of basic
shelter for the most vulnerable, employment skills development, thriving small businesses and business
districts, and enhanced physical environments for low- and moderate-income neighborhoods.

3. Evaluation of past performance

A review of past consolidated annual performance and evaluation reports reveals a strong record of
performance in the use of the Consolidated Plan funds. For instance, in calendar year 2012, in
combination with leveraged funds, over 500 new rent-restricted units of rental housing received
financial commitments from the City and are currently under development or have been completed.
Twenty-one small business loans were committed and 19 business districts received financial and
technical support from the City. Over 1,300 families and individuals received homelessness prevention
assistance, and 771 homeless households were moved into transitional or permanent housing.

4, Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process
5. Summary of public comments
6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
7. Summary
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The Process

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and
those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Agency Role Name Department/Agency

Lead Agency SEATTLE

CDBG Administrator

HOPWA Administrator

HOME Administrator

HOPWA-C Administrator

Table 1 — Responsible Agencies
Narrative

The City of Seattle, Human Services Department, CDBG Administration Unit, is the lead agency for the
development of the Consolidated Plan and the administration and management of Community
Development Block Grant, Emergency Solutions Grant, and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
funding. The City's Office of Housing is the lead agency for the administration and management of the
HOME Investment Partnership program.

The Consolidated Plan funds are allocated to several City departments for implementation of programs
benefitting low- and moderate-income clients and other eligible populations. The Human Services
Department utilizes CDBG, ESG, and HOPWA funds to provide public services for homeless and low- and
moderate-income persons, for employment training support services to eligible clients, and for minor
home repair services to low- and moderate-income homeowners. The Office of Housing (OH) uses CDBG
and HOME funds to provide for the preservation and development of affordable housing, assistance to
qualifying homeowners in need of home repairs, and assistance benefiting qualifying homebuyers. The
Office of Economic Development (OED) uses CDBG funding to promote neighborhood business
development, revitalization, and workforce development, and to support small and microenterprise
business assistance. The Department of Parks and Recreation uses CDBG funds to improve parks
facilities serving low- and moderate-income areas of the City. All CDBG-funded projects are reviewed
and monitored by the CDBG Administration Unit for compliance with applicable federal rules and
regulations.

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information
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Questions concerning the Consolidated Plan may be directed to Michael Look, CDBG Administrator for
the City of Seattle. Mr. Look's phone number is 206-615-1717; his mailing address is P.O. Box 34215,
Seattle, Washington, 98124-4215. Mr. Look may also be reached via e-mail at
michael.look@seattle.gov.
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)

1. Introduction

Summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between public and assisted
housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health and service agencies

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities
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1 | Agency/Group/Organization

HIV/AIDS Housing Committee

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

Services-Persons with HIV/AIDS
Services-homeless
Services-Health

Service-Fair Housing

Planning organization

Civic Leaders

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Non-Homeless Special Needs

HOPWA Strategy

How was the Agency/Group/Organization
consulted and what are the anticipated
outcomes of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

Ongoing advisory body for HOPWA and Ryan White for
housing and services for low income people with
HIV/AIDS. The Committee meets bimonthly to discuss
funding announcements, program coordination on
behalf of clients, resources for special issues such as
aging, new initiatives, and housing access. Better
coordination for housing access and support and were

the main outcomes.

Table 2 — Agencies, groups, organizations who participated

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your

Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Continuum of Care

Table 3 — Other local / regional / federal planning efforts
Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any

adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan

(91.215(1))

Narrative (optional):

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg. 6




Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg. 7

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



PR-15 Citizen Participation

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation

Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

Citizen Participation Outreach

Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of

response/attendance

Summary of
comments received

Summary of comments
not accepted
and reasons

URL (If
applicable)

Consolidated Plan
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Needs Assessment

NA-05 Overview

Needs Assessment Overview

The City of Seattle’s Consolidated Plan seeks to connect people with resources and solutions during
times of need so that everyone can live, learn, work, and take part in strong, healthy communities. The
Human Services Department (HSD), Office of Housing (OH), Office of Economic Development (OED) and
many other divisions and partners like the Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) coordinate to advance this
goal.

Specifically, HSD contracts with more than 230 community-based human service providers and
administers programs to ensure Seattle residents have food and shelter, productive education and job
opportunities, adequate health care, opportunities to gain social and economic independence and
success, and many more of life's basic necessities. HSD's Strategic Plan, "Healthy Communities, Healthy
Families," identifies a set of goals and actions to position HSD to better serve clients and strengthen the
City's overall service delivery system. The strategic plan includes four key goals:

e Create a Proactive, Seamless Service System;
e Strengthen and Expand Partnerships;

e Engage and Partner with the Community; and
e Use Data-Driven Design and Evaluation.

The City of Seattle’s annual budget in 2013 is approximately $4 billion. Of that total, approximately
$148.1 million is set aside for health and human services. The 2014-2018 Consolidated Plan governs
expenditure of approximately $21 million from four federal funds (CDBG/HOME/HOPWA/ESG) that are
part of the resources allocated to meet the needs described in the attached Part 1 and 2 below.

NA Overview Part 1
Housing
Findings from the Planning Commission’s 2011 Housing Seattle report:

e The share of cost-burdened households (i.e., households spending more than 30% of their
income on housing) has increased for low and middle-income households as well as, and for
households overall.
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e Almost two-thirds of households with incomes up to 80% of HUD Area Median Family Income
(HAMFI) are cost-burdened. In general, renters are much more likely to be severely cost-
burdened (that is, to spend more than 50% of their income) than owners, with a majority
severely cost burdened households comprised of renters with extremely low incomes (0-30% of
HAMFI).

e Only about 25 percent of the overall rental housing stock is unaffordable for households whose
income is 50% of HAMFI or less.

e Alarger proportion of rental units are affordable for households up to 80% of HAMFI. Only
about 20 percent of market-rate units in large multifamily properties built from 2005 to 2009
were affordable even at 80% of HAMFI.

Further considerations:

e |tisimportant to note that the analysis performed with the 2005-2009 ACS data looks only at
renter households who reside in Seattle. It doesn’t factor in households who would like to live
in Seattle but who cannot find affordable housing suitable for their household.

e Some of the most concerning statistics from the Planning Commission’s Housing Seattle report
relate to the supply of affordable family-size housing. Housing a greater share of King County’s
families with children is an explicit goal in Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan, but one we are unlikely
to meet without more rental units suitable for families. This is an important consideration for
RSJI goals as well, since households of color tend to have larger families.

e HUD’s affordability standard—that housing is affordable if it requires no more than 30 percent
of household income.

e Inreality, the percentage of income that households can afford for housing is likely to vary
depending on how much income the households have.

e The amount that households can affordably spend on housing depends on the amount
households need to spend on other basics. These costs can vary tremendously depending on
household characteristics and household members stage in life.

For a detailed analysis of Seattle’s housing conditions, market trends and impact on housing affordability
see the “Housing Seattle” report by the Seattle Planning Commission (Winter 2011). Also note that the
City of Seattle is updating its 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan in 2013. Strategies that
support housing affordability and diversity are always integral to the Comprehensive Plan.

NA Overview Part 2
Homelessness

Seattle/King County’s 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness has served as a guiding effort to coordinate a
system of services across the City and King County that focuses on ending rather than institutionalizing
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homelessness. The 2011 Annual Report excerpt below documents both progress and continuing needs
for homeless families and individuals.

2011 King County-wide Accomplishments:
Creating housing

e 679 Number of homeless housing units opened
e 5,046 Total number of homeless housing units funded through 2011 (53% of our goal of 9,500
units)

Preventing homelessness and moving people rapidly into housing

e 3,072 People moved to permanent housing from emergency shelter or transitional housing

e 930 People moved to permanent housing from service only programs

e 66% Percent reduction in jail days for “high utilizers” of jail or emergency services after Client
Care Coordination placement in supportive housing

But the Need Continues

During the January 2013 Point-In-Time (PIT) count, there were more than 4,693 persons who were
homeless in the City of Seattle. This number included at least 1,989 persons who were unsheltered, and
2,704 persons who were in shelters and transitional housing programs. See NA-40 for more detail.

Individuals and families face a variety of personal challenges that can place them at greater risk of
housing instability and homelessness, including mental illness, chemical dependency, histories of
trauma, domestic violence, disabling health issues, criminal justice system involvement, immigration
status, lack of education, unemployment and other financial barriers including credit and landlord
histories.

For more detail on the supportive housing needs of other populations; please link to the full strategic
plans listed below:

People Living with HIV/AIDS: see HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS Investment Plan
2013-2016

Elderly: see 2012-2015 Area Plan on Aging New Partners for New Times
People with disabilities: see Overview of City of Seattle Investments in Public Health Services

Public Housing residents: see Bold Plans in the Face of Uncertainty - 2011 to 2015 Strategic Plan -
Seattle Housing Authority
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Immigrants & Refugees: see Immigrant and Refugee Initiative Action Plan

Survivors of Domestic Violence: see the City’'s Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault
Prevention website

Persons with substance abuse addictions: see the City's Public Health Initiatives and Funding website

Youth & Young Adult: see a new Comprehensive Plan to End Youth and Young Adult Homelessness in
King County by 2020 is in final draft and anticipated to be completed early in the fall of 2013

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)

Summary of Housing Needs

See NA-05 Overview and link to 2011 Housing Seattle report for details on housing needs.

Demographics Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year: 2009 % Change
Population 563,374 594,005 5%
Households 270,524 277,014 2%
Median Income $45,736.00 $58,990.00 29%
Table 5 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2005-2009 ACS (Most Recent Year)
Number of Households Table
0-30% >30-50% >50-80% | >80-100% | >100%
HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI
Total Households * 43,665 31,305 42,285 27,790
Small Family Households * 7,235 7,185 9,965 66,730
Large Family Households * 995 1,080 1,395 5,385
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age 6,525 4,095 4,895 2,735 14,055
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older 7,065 4,920 4,870 2,685 7,060
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger * 3,045 3,200 3,635 20,420

* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

Consolidated Plan
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Housing Needs Summary Tables

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)

Renter Owner

0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI 50% 80% 100% AMI 50% 80% 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Substandard
Housing -
Lacking
complete
plumbing or
kitchen facilities | 1,850 740 560 300 | 3,450 90 40 60 155 345

Severely
Overcrowded -
With >1.51
people per
room (and
complete
kitchen and
plumbing) 510 395 285 180 | 1,370 10 10 40 55 115

Overcrowded -
With 1.01-1.5
people per
room (and none
of the above
problems) 560 410 525 145 | 1,640 10 195 160 65 430

Housing cost
burden greater
than 50% of
income (and
none of the
above 20,76 27,48 15,06
problems) 0| 5045 | 1,515 165 51| 5,200 | 4,310 | 3,430 | 2,120 0
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Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI | 50% | 80% | 100% AMI | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
Housing cost
burden greater
than 30% of
income (and
none of the
above 10,51 26,21 12,19
problems) 4,860 0| 8520 | 2,325 51 1,350 | 1,745 | 4,670 | 4,425 0
Zero/negative
Income (and
none of the
above
problems) 1,630 0 0 0| 1,630 500 0 0 0 500
Table 7 — Housing Problems Table

Data 2005-2009 CHAS

Source:

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen

or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)

Renter

Owner

0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total | 0-30%
AMI 50% 80% 100% AMI
AMI AMI AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Having 1 or
more of four
housing

problems 23,680 | 6,590 | 2,880 790 | 33,940 | 5,305

4,555

3,685

2,400

15,945

Having none
of four
housing
problems 10,400 | 15,230 | 24,785 | 14,635 | 65,050 | 2,150

4,930

10,935

9,965

27,980

Household
has negative
income, but
none of the
other housing
problems 1,630 0 0 0 1,630 500

500

Table 8 — Housing Problems 2

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE
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Data
Source:

2005-2009 CHAS

Housing Problems

Renter Households with 2 1 of 4 Severe

0-30% >30-50% | »50-80% | >B80-100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI
71% 30% 10% 5%

Housing Problems

Owner Households with 2 1 of 4 Severe

0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% | >80-100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI
67% 48% 25% 19%

% Renter HH with Severe Hsg Probs

3. Cost Burden > 30%

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Renter Owner

0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total 0-30% | >30-50% | >50-80% Total

AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 5,170 3,325 1,995 10,490 1,065 1,825 2,740 5,630
Large Related 705 325 90 1,120 79 430 640 1,149
Elderly 5,650 2,420 1,290 9,360 3,425 2,400 1,800 7,625
Other 16,245 10,245 6,835 33,325 2,075 1,575 3,060 6,710
Total need by 27,770 16,315 10,210 54,295 6,644 6,230 8,240 21,114
income

Table 9 — Cost Burden > 30%
Data 2005-2009 CHAS
Source:
4. Cost Burden > 50%
Renter Owner
0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total 0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 3,865 1,035 195 5,095 990 1,615 1,255 3,860
Large Related 595 155 0 750 75 380 275 730
Elderly 3,400 935 455 4,790 2,345 1,185 645 4,175
Other 14,325 3,180 935 18,440 1,890 1,290 1,310 4,490
Total need by 22,185 5,305 1,585 29,075 5,300 4,470 3,485 13,255
income
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Data 2005-2009 CHAS

Source:

Table 10 — Cost Burden > 50%

5. Crowding (More than one person per room)

Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0- >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI | 50% | 80% | 100% 30% | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family
households 900 765 520 0| 2,185 10 105 165 0 280
Multiple, unrelated
family households 30 50 100 0 180 10 110 29 0 149
Other, non-family
households 194 120 210 0 524 0 0 4 0 4
Total need by 1,124 935 830 0| 2,889 20 215 198 0 433
income
Table 11 — Crowding Information — 1/2
Data 2005-2009 CHAS
Source:
Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- Total 0-30% >30- >50- Total
AMI 50% 80% AMI 50% 80%
AMI AMI AMI AMI
Households with
Children Present 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Data Source
Comments:

Table 12 - Crowding Information — 2/2

What are the most common housing problems?

Severe housing cost burden.

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?

Extremely low-income renters and owners. It can be inferred from Table 6 that individuals are most

likely to be severely housing cost burdened. They are not included in the tabulations, but likely fall into

the other category.

Consolidated Plan
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Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance

An estimated 3% of Seattle's extremely low-income renter households with severe housing burdens are
large families. Information on the characteristics of individual and families with children who are
currently entering the homeless assistance system is gathered through Safe Harbors, the Seattle/King
County Continuum of Care HMIS, and from Family Housing Connection (FHC), our coordinated entry and
assessment system for households with children who are experiencing and imminent risk of
homelessness. A coordinated engagement and assessment for youth/young adults (under the age of 25)
is being designed and implemented. A system for individual adults (households without children) will be
developed in 2014. See "Characteristics of LI Families with Children" attached above.

The most recent reports filed with HUD as part of the Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) are
found on the Safe Harbors webpage (www.safeharbors.org).

Seattle shelters participating in the Safe Harbors HMIS system assisted more than 7,486 people in single
individual shelters (households without children) and more than 1,072 persons (households with
children) during the 2012 AHAR reporting year (10/1/2011-9/30/2012). The characteristics of the
sheltered population indicate that people of color were disproportionately represented in the shelter
system, relative to the general population. Households have extremely low-incomes. Many families
with children report they are experiencing homelessness for the first time.

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to
generate the estimates:

A specific definition for “at-risk” has not been defined. City of Seattle, in conjunction with its CoC
partners from across King County, are using data from coordinated entry and assessment and
homelessness prevention programs, along with national studies and best practices to target resources to
households.

The Continuum of Care in Seattle/King County introduced a coordinated entry and assessment system
for families with children in April 2012. A coordinated engagement and assessment system for
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youth/young adults is in design and implementation planning; a system for individual adults (households
without children) will be developed in 2014.

The coordinated entry system for families with children who are homeless assesses needs for
households who are at-risk of homelessness / losing housing within 14 days. The characteristics of
families assessed by FHC are included above (as part of the Additional Narrative answer to the question:
“What are the most common housing problems.”)

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an
increased risk of homelessness

Information from the CoC Safe Harbors, HMIS system and coordinated entry and engagement systems
are helping define characteristics for populations at greatest risk of homelessness. Investment and
intervention strategies help to prevent homelessness among individuals, families with children and
youth. Programs are designed to help households achieve more stable housing, especially those who
have a history of being homeless, doubled-up, living in other temporary housing situations due to lack of
available, affordable, appropriate shelter and housing.

The coordinated entry system for families with children who are homeless assesses needs for
households who are at-risk of homelessness / losing housing within 14 days. The characteristics of
families assessed by FHC are included above (as part of the Additional Narrative answer to the question:
“What are the most common housing problems.”)

Discussion
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to

the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

Analysis of the 2005-2009 ACS 5-year estimates shows no disportionately greater housing need among

any of the racial or ethnic groups identified below.

0%-30% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 35,195 6,340 2,130
White 20,615 3,440 1,220
Black / African American 5,645 795 190
Asian 4,890 1,480 505
American Indian, Alaska Native 455 145 40
Pacific Islander 205 0 20
Hispanic 2,300 280 115

Table 13 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

Consolidated Plan
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Hispanic

Pacific lslander

Armerican Indian, Alaska Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%120%

M Has one or more of four housing

problems

M Has none of the four housing

problems

m Household has no/negative income,
butnone of the other housing

problems

The four housing problemsare: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing
facilities, 3. More than one person perroom, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

Table 12 - Disprop Need by Ethnicity 0-30% AMI

30%-50% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 23,400 7,905 0
White 15,770 5,320 0
Black / African American 2,325 860 0
Asian 2,715 880 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 230 40 0
Pacific Islander 60 115 0
Hispanic 1,480 500 0

Table 14 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

Consolidated Plan
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Hispanic

Pacific lslander

American Indian, Alaska Native

Asian

8lack / African American

White

Jurisdiction as 3 whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%120%

MW Has one or more of four housing

problems

M Hzs none of the four housing

problems

® Household has no/negative income,
butnons of the other housing

problems

L

Table 13 - Disprop Need by Ethnicity 30-50% AMI

50%-80% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 19,755 22,530 0
White 14,255 16,040 0
Black / African American 1,165 1,505 0
Asian 2,230 2,370 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 119 325 0
Pacific Islander 10 100 0
Hispanic 1,410 1,230 0
Table 15 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI
Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS
*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Hispanic

Pacific lslander

American indizn, Alasks Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as 3 whole

80%

100%

W Has ane or more of four housing

problems

W Has none of the four housing

problems

» Household has no/negstive income,
butnone of the other housing

problems

T

Table 14 - Disprop Need by Ethnicity 50-80% AMI

80%-100% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 9,940 17,850 0
White 7,985 12,815 0
Black / African American 510 1,280 0
Asian 885 1,760 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 45 195 0
Pacific Islander 30 70 0
Hispanic 205 1,000 0

Table 16 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
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Hispanic

Pacificis e
acific islander M Has one or more of four housing

problems
American Indian, Alsska Native

W Has none of the four housing

Asian
problems

Black / African American

® Household has no/negstive income,
butnane of the other housing
problems

White

Jurisdiction as 2 whole

—

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Table 15 - Disprop Need by Ethnicity 80-100% AMI
Discussion

Based on HUD’s definition of disparate impact (percent of households with housing problems or S0 or
negative income = 10% than the jurisdiction as a whole for the income category), this data doesn’t
reveal disparate impacts on any particular racial or ethnic group, with the exception of extremely low-
income Pacific Islanders. However, we’d want to examine the severe housing cost burden data by
race/ethnicity and income group before making any conclusions. Please note that the margins of error
make the statistics for some categories of households not as reliable as others (e.g. Pacific Islanders;
American Indian, Alaska Native).
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems — 91.205

(b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to

the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

0%-30% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 28,985 12,550 2,130
White 17,135 6,920 1,220
Black / African American 4,720 1,710 190
Asian 3,700 2,670 505
American Indian, Alaska Native 330 275 40
Pacific Islander 205 0 20
Hispanic 1,975 605 115

Table 17 — Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Hispanic

Pacific ¢ ;
acific islander M Has one or more of four housing

problems
American Indian, Alasks Native

B Has none of the four housing

Asian
problems

Black/ African American

butnone of the other housing
problems

White

Jurizdiction as 3 whole

4 v i U U 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Househaold has no/negative income,

*The foursevere housing problemsare: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete
plumbing faciiities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per room, 4.Cost Burden over50%

Table 16 - Severe Hsg Prob by Ethnicity 0-30% AMI

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Percentage of Low-income Households with Any of 4 Severe Housing Problems*

L thwea e |

b NS

<30.77%

30.77-46.81%

. 46.81-59.41%
Low-Mod Census Tracts .

D . 570.,69%

* The four severe housing problems are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities,
2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per room, 4.
Cost burden over 50%

Map % of LI HH - Any Severe Hsg Problem
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30%-50% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 11,145 20,160 0
White 7,440 13,645 0
Black / African American 1,120 2,060 0
Asian 1,325 2,270 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 70 205 0
Pacific Islander 35 140 0
Hispanic 810 1,170 0
Table 18 — Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI
Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS
*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
Hispanic
Pacific islander W Has one or more of four housing
problems
American Indian, Alaska Native
Aslan W Hss none of the four housing
‘{ ‘ problems
Black / African American
+ | w Househald has no/nezstive income,
White butnone of the other housing
{ ‘ problems
Jurisdiction as 3 whole | l I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Table - 17 Severe Hsg Prob by Ethnicity 30-50% AMI
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50%-80% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none

of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 6,565 35,720 0
White 4,270 26,025 0
Black / African American 550 2,125 0
Asian 955 3,650 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 445 0
Pacific Islander 10 100 0
Hispanic 630 2,015 0

Table 19 — Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alasks Native 0

Asian

Black / African American

White

lurisdiction as 3 whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Has one or more of four housing
problems

M Has none of the four housing
problems

w Household has no/negative income,
butnone of the other housing
problems

Table 18 - Severe Hsg Prob by Ethnicity 50-80% AMI
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80%-100% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 3,190 24,600 0
White 2,265 18,535 0
Black / African American 280 1,515 0
Asian 435 2,210 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 240 0
Pacific Islander 30 70 0
Hispanic 85 1,125 0
Table 20 - Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI
Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS
*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
1
Hispanic
Pacificislander M Has one or more of four housing
problems
American Indian, Alaska Native 0
= W Has none of the four housing
ASIan
problems
Black / African American
w Household has no/nezative income,
White butnone of the other housing
problems
Jurisdiction as 3 whole
|
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Table 19 Severe Hsg Prob by Ethnicity 80-100% AMI
Discussion
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction:

See NA-05 Overview for link to the 2011 Housing Seattle report for more detail. See also NA-30
Introduction.

Housing Cost Burden

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No / negative
income (not
computed)

Jurisdiction as a whole 170,275 57,325 47,160 2,260
White 131,850 42,300 30,965 1,220
Black / African American 8,255 3,920 5,990 210
Asian 17,085 6,280 5,585 550
American Indian, Alaska

Native 1,080 535 290 95
Pacific Islander 655 35 210 20
Hispanic 6,660 2,535 2,735 125

Table 21 — Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI
Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS
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Hispanic

Pacific lslander

American Indian, Alaska Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as 3 whale

40%

W<=30%

W 30-50%

E>50%

B No / negative income
(not computed)

Table 20 Disprop Need Greater Hsg Cost Burden by Ethnicity & AMI

Discussion:
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion — 91.205(b)(2)

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately
greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole?

Almost all non-white racial and ethnic groups that HUD called out for this Plan appear to have
disproportionately greater housing needs. Excerpted from "Incidence of Housing Cost Burdens and
Related Housing Problems Among Renter Households in Seattle" — 8/26/13 for RSJI Legislative Dept.
Change team presentation.

Estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS) indicate that about 4 in 10 (41% of) renter
households in Seattle have incomes of no more than 50% of HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family
Income (HAMFI).

Breaking down the data into more detailed income categories reveals that:

e Slightly more than one-fourth (26%) of renter households in the city have extremely low
incomes (0-30% of HAMFI).
e Another 16% have very low incomes (>30% up to 50% of HAMFI).

White households make up the majority of Seattle’s renter as well as owner households. Although
households of color are disproportionately likely to rent, most renter households are White. White
households make up a small majority of renter households within lower income categories, and a large
majority of renter households with incomes over 80% HAMFI.

However, much larger shares of renter households of color than White renter households have very
low or extremely low incomes. Roughly 35% of renter households who are White have incomes of no
more than 50% of HAMFI, while 54% of renter households of color have incomes this low.

Among renter households, households in each of the major race/ethnic categories of color are more
likely than White households to have incomes of 0-50% HAMFI:

e Almost two-thirds (66%) of Black renter households and more than half (55%) of Asian renter
households have incomes of no more than 50% of HAMFI.
e Roughly 45% of Hispanic renter households have incomes this low.

HUD considers households spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs to be cost
burdened, and households spending more than 50% to be severely cost burdened. (In the charts
below, the red part of the bars indicates severe cost burdened households and the orange indicates
households who are cost burdened more moderately cost burdened.)
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About 42% of renter households in Seattle are cost burdened. About half of these cost-burdened
renter households—or 21% of Seattle renter households overall—are severely cost burdened, paying
more than 50% of their income for housing.

More than half of the cost-burdened renter households in Seattle are White. However, cost burdens
fall disproportionately on households of color.

e Overall about 48% of renter households of color are burdened by unaffordable housing costs
compared with 40% of White, non-Hispanic renter households.

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?

Most of these populations are concentrated in Southeast Seattle neighborhoods. CPD Maps also shows
some lesser concentrations of black households in parts of Delridge, Licton Springs, Westwood-Highland
Park, and in the NE corner of the city. Hispanics are more scattered throughout the City — White Center,
the Central Area, Delridge, Interbay, Westwood-Highland Park as well as some SE Seattle
neighborhoods.
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NA-35 Public Housing — 91.205(b)

Introduction

Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) provides long-term rental housing and rental assistance to more than 15,000 households through Low Income
Public Housing (LIPH) and Housing Choice Vouchers (also referred to as Section 8 or HCV).

SHA’s Low Income Public Housing (LIPH) stock totals 6,335 units as of year end 2012, which are located in neighborhoods throughout the City of
Seattle (see list of SHA’s communities with public housing units attached below).

SHA’s public housing stock provides a range of bedroom sizes, as well as opportunities for specific populations, such as the buildings in our
Seattle Senior Housing Program (SSHP). While most of SHA’s public housing units are located in apartment buildings, some are located in
smaller, multi-family buildings and houses in our Scattered Site portfolio.

In accordance with the Section 504 Voluntary Compliance Agreement signed in 2007, SHA has made significant progress towards completing 263
UFAS units and will continue to commit at least five percent of new construction to accessible units. As of year end 2012, 190 UFAS units had
already been certified.

The overall condition of SHA’s public housing units is good. SHA’s average score of 87 percent for 2011 REAC inspections reflects the close
scrutiny paid to maintenance and repairs at SHA buildings, a challenge given the fact that many SHA buildings are aging. SHA has also recently
added new public housing stock, including an ARRA-funded project at Lake City Village and HOPE VI communities, including High Point, Rainier
Vista, and New Holly, all of which are in very good condition. SHA has also begun work to redevelop Yesler Terrace, our oldest housing
development, and continuing this work will be essential.

Federal underfunding has resulted in a backlog of capital projects, as well as making it challenging for SHA to maintain operating funding for
regular repairs and maintenance. While SHA has been successful in leveraging other resources, including tax credits and bonds, the agency still
faces a significant backlog. In the short-term, capital needs in the scattered site portfolio total $1.8 million within the next year. In the long-term,
the majority of SHA’s public housing stock will hit the 50 year mark within the next ten years and as a result will require major sewer and
electrical work as part of its lifecycle, totaling $25 to 30 million. Twenty buildings will also need new roofs, at a cost of approximately $250,000
per roof.
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Underfunding places SHA in a difficult position, where in order to maintain the condition of housing stock, the agency must make difficult
choices. For example, SHA must consider whether to retain the scattered site portfolio, which is more costly to maintain as it is located in

smaller buildings dispersed throughout the city, or dispose of it in favor of more consolidated stock. .

More than 8,000 tenant-based and project-based vouchers are currently in use in Seattle, but demand is much higher than supply. SHA

reopened the waiting list for Housing Choice Vouchers in early 2013 and received 24,000 applications.

Waiting lists for public housing units also indicate high demand. As of year end 2012, 6,700 households were waiting for traditional public
housing units and the average wait time for new move-ins to public housing was 26 months. Thousands more households were waiting on

individual site-based waiting lists for public housing units in HOPE VI communities.

Totals in Use

Program Type
Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab Housing Total Project - Tenant - Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing
# of units vouchers in use 0 589 5,037 5,409 2,092 3,077 126 70 44

Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Table 22 - Public Housing by Program Type
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
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2. Totals in Use

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

z Project- Tenant-
= i k
Certificate MOd, Pub.u: hags based based VASH FUP Disabled
Rehab Housing | vouchers ,
vouchers | vouchers
0 759 6,335 8,798 2,927 5,871 260 200 75
Source: Moving to Work 2012 Annual Report
Table 21 - SHA MTW 2012 Totals In Use
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE

Attachment 1, pg.
37



2013 List of SHA Public Housing Communities

Aki Kurose
Ballard House
Barton Place
Beacon Tower
Bell Tower

Bitter Lake Manor
Blakeley Manor
Cal-May. Circle
Capital Park
Carroll Terrace

Cedarvalg House
GCedaryvale Village
Center Park
Center West
Columbia Place
Denice Hunt
Townhomes
Denny Terrace
Fort Lawton Place
Fremont Place
Gideon-Mathews
Gardens

Green Lake Plaza
Harvard Court
High Point

Holly Court

2013 List of SHA PH Communities

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

International
Terrace

Island View
Jackson Park
House

Jackson Park
Village

Jefferson Terrace
Lake City Court
Lake City House
Ligtonwood
Longfellow
Court/Westwood
Court

Longfellow Creek
Apartments
Meadowbrook
View Apartments
Michaelsan Manor

Nelson Manor

NewHelly

Olive Ridge
Olmsted Manor
Olympic West
Phinney Terrace

Pinehurst Court

SEATTLE

Pleasant Valley
Plaza

Primeau Place
Queen Anne
Heights

Rainier Vista
Reunion House
Ross Manor
Roxhill Court
Apartments
Scattered Sites
Schwabacher
House

Stewart Manor
Sunrise Manor
Tamarack Place
Tri-Court
University House
University West
West Town View
Westwood Heights
Wildwood Glen
Willis House
Wisteria Court

Yesler Terrace

Attachment 1, pg.
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Characteristics of Residents

Program Type
Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab Housing Total Project - Tenant - Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family
Affairs Unification
Supportive Program
Housing
Average Annual Income 0 6,689 12,634 10,876 8,902 12,324 9,732 7,559
Average length of stay 0 3 8 4 2 6 0 0
Average Household size 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2
# Homeless at admission 0 48 1 31 2 7 19 3
# of Elderly Program Participants
(>62) 0 98 1,612 1,242 486 724 16 0
# of Disabled Families 0 333 1,763 2,081 927 1,021 98 7
# of Families requesting accessibility
features 0 589 5,037 5,409 2,092 3,077 126 70
# of HIV/AIDS program participants 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
# of DV victims 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center)

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

SEATTLE

Table 23 — Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Attachment 1, pg.

39




3. Characteristics of Residents

: Project- Tenant-
& Publ I
certificate | M9 e o based based VASH FUP | Disabled
Rehab Housing vouchers
vouchers vouchers

Average annual
5 i} 6,689 12,634 10,876 8,902 12,324 9,732 7,558 12,031
income
Average length of stay 0 6 3 5 3 7 0 0 8
Average household

B 0 1 1 2 1 2 3t 2 1
size
Ulione lestet 0 48 1 31 2 7 19 3 0
admission
# of elderly program

S i} 211 2,818 2,231 661 1,570 16 1} 16

participants >62
# of disabled families 0 333 1,763 2,081 927 1,021 98 7 28
# of families
requesting 0 Unknown 178 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown | Unknown | Unknown
accessibility features
# of HIV/AIDS

% e iy Unknown | Unknown [ Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown | Unknown | Unknown
participants
# of DV victims Unknown | Unknown [ Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown | Unknown | Unknown

Source: Moving to Work 2012 Annual Report; SHA records on LIPH in-unit modification requests; PIC

*Note: Due to Seattle Housing Authority’s admission preferences, homeless at admission is only documented if a household does not qualify for
anadmission preference by being under 30 percent of Area Median income.

*Note: Seattle Housing Authority does not maintain dato on families requesting occessibility features in the voucher programs, as these requests
are made ta their landlords. Data on accessibility requests in public housing is @ fouryearaverage of requests forin-unit modifications in the
publichousing program.

*Note: Seattle Housing Authority does not maintain data on HIV/AIDS or domestic violence status.

Table 22 - SHA Characteristics of Residents by Prog Type (updated)
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40

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Race of Residents

Program Type
Race Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab Housing Total Project - Tenant - Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program

Housing
White 0 377 1,998 2,233 1,022 1,094 70 22 25
Black/African American 0 158 1,884 2,458 828 1,528 51 34 17
Asian 0 10 1,031 541 160 372 2 5 2
American Indian/Alaska
Native 0 40 104 130 56 63 3 0
Pacific Islander 0 4 15 47 26 20 0 0
Other 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition

Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Table 24 — Race of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
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4, Race of Residents

3 Project- | Tenant-
fod- Publi Total:
Certificate W ,Od ; n : ¢ OL,a based based VASH | FUP | Disabled
Rehab | Housing | vouchers ; :
vouchers | vouchers

White ] 375 2,567 3,101 1,255 1,846 70 22 25

Black 0 171 2,075 3,371 1,129 2,242 51 34 17

Asian 0 146 1,172 848 254 594 2 5 2

American

Indian,

2 22

Alaska 0 38 123 152 70 1 3 8 0

Native

Pacific "

0 3 17 63 32 31 0 1 0

Islander

Other 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: Moving to Work 2012 Annual Report

Table 23 Race of Residents by Prog Type (updated)
Ethnicity of Residents
Program Type
Ethnicity Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab Housing Total Project - Tenant - Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing

Hispanic 0 44 196 261 99 139 8 12 3
Not Hispanic 0 545 4,836 5,148 1,993 2,938 118 58 41
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Table 25 - Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Consolidated Plan

SEATTLE
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Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

5. Ethnicity of Residents

: Project- | Tenant-
tod- [ :
Certificate Wed Pub.tc Tot.al based based VASH | FUP | Disabled
Rehab | Housing | vouchers
vouchers | vouchers
Hispanic 0 47 287 342 126 216 2 12 3
Not
. . 0 686 5,687 7,233 2,614 4,619 118 58 41
Hispanic
Source: Moving to Work 2012 Annual Report
Table 24 Ethnicity of Residents by Prog Type (updated)
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and applicants
on the waiting list for accessible units:

In addition to creating certified UFAS units (190 as of year end 2012), SHA approves and completes
approximately 90 unit modifications each year in response to Reasonable Accommodation requests. The
needs of tenants and applicants are varied and SHA makes a variety of accommodations to meet them.
SHA has established a thorough process to identify and address accessibility needs. During the
admissions process, each household is asked about the nature and extent of their needs and those that
identify a need related to accessibility proceed with a thorough review process to evaluate what
accommodations are needed for their units.

Most immediate needs of residents of Public Housing and Housing Choice voucher holders

Public housing residents and HCV voucher holders have extremely low incomes. As of year-end 2012
their average income was $13,266. As a result, many need help to build their assets, including targeted
sector job training, financial literacy, credit score improvement, and the promotion of savings accounts
through Earned Income Tax Credit refunds and other incentive programs. Residents seeking education
to improve their financial situation would also benefit from regulatory relief from the student rule in tax
credit funding, a funding source used in many of SHA’s properties, which makes it difficult for subsidized
housing residents to obtain education later in life.

Low income public housing residents and voucher holders clearly also need continued access to housing
assistance. The average rent in the Seattle metropolitan area is approximately $1,500, which would
require more than 100 percent of the average monthly income of an SHA resident. Many SHA
participants also need help to maintain their stability in housing, including case management and access
to mental health and disability services. More than 8,000 of SHA’s participants are living with
disabilities.

Supporting seniors in SHA housing is also an immediate need that will continue to increase as the
population ages. Seniors need supports to age in place in SHA units, which traditionally do not have the
supportive services they would need.

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large

While the difficult economy poses challenges for many families, needs are generally more acute among
SHA participants, as evidenced by the fact

that nearly all (97 percent) of SHA households fall below 50 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI).
The great majority (85 percent) have extremely low incomes of less than 30 percent of AMI.

Discussion
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SHA participants need housing assistance and services that will allow them to maintain their housing
stability and increase their income and assets.
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NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment — 91.205(c)

Introduction:

Tables in NA-40 and the attachments describe the nature and extent of homelessness in Seattle using data from the Homelessness Management

Information System, Safe Harbors, and our community’s Point-in-Time count, the One Night Count of Persons who are unsheltered in King

County.

During the January 2013 Point-In-Time (PIT) count, there were more than 4,693 persons who were homeless in the City of Seattle. This number
included at least 1,989 persons who were unsheltered, and 2,704 persons who were in shelters and transitional housing programs. Data in Table
25 represents the participating programs located in Seattle that are participating in the HMIS system only.

Some of the contributing factors to homelessness include high costs for housing and living expenses, extremely low household incomes,

declining federal housing subsidies, and limited support systems, including the availability of medical and behavioral health services.

Individuals and families face a variety of personal challenges that can place them at greater risk of housing instability and homelessness,

including mental illness, chemical dependency, histories of trauma, domestic violence, disabling health issues, criminal justice system

involvement, immigration status, lack of education, unemployment and other financial barriers including credit and landlord histories.

See additional statistical highlights in the "Intro Continued" text attached below the Homeless Needs Assessment table.

Homeless Needs Assessment

Population Estimate the # of persons Estimate the # | Estimate the # | Estimate the # Estimate the #
experiencing homelessness experiencing becoming exiting of days persons
on a given night homelessness homeless homelessness experience
each year each year each year homelessness
Sheltered Unsheltered
Persons in Households with Adult(s)
and Child(ren) 865 1,859 0 459 0
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Population Estimate the # of persons Estimate the # | Estimate the# | Estimatethe# | Estimate the #
experiencing homelessness experiencing becoming exiting of days persons
on a given night homelessness homeless homelessness experience
each year each year each year homelessness
Sheltered Unsheltered
Persons in Households with Only
Children 0 0 149 0 24 0
Persons in Households with Only
Adults 0 1,839 8,327 0 530 0
Chronically Homeless Individuals 0 0 2,204 0 55 0
Chronically Homeless Families 0 0 0 0 0 0
Veterans 0 0 1,404 0 135 0
Unaccompanied Child 0 0 124 0 21 0
Persons with HIV 0 0 40 0 9 0

Table 26 - Homeless Needs Assessment

Sheltered Count: The sheltered count is estimated using data from publicly funded emergency shelter and transitional housing programs in Seattle. Data reported on
the sheltered count was taken from the 2012 AHAR report point-in-time count for the night of January 25, 2013. On that night, there were at least 2,704 persons
sheltered in these programs. The 2013 One Night Count Point-In-Time Count occurred on the night of January 23-24; for all programs in King County (publicly and

privately funded), and there were an estimated 6,326 persons who were sheltered that night. Figures from the Seattle/King County Point-In-Time Count are included

Data Source Comments:

Intro (continued)

below. Note: Figures include all of Seattle & King County.

Information from the Safe Harbors HMIS 2012 Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) submitted to HUD; information from shelter /

transitional housing provider reports; data from Family Housing Connection, a new coordinated entry system for families with children; and data

from the King County Comprehensive Plan to End Youth and Young Adult Homelessness indicate:

For persons in households with only adults:

Consolidated Plan
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e More than 7,486 adults without children were served by “single adult” shelter programs in Seattle in 2012.

e Over half (58%) of the individuals in shelters for adults without children report having a disability.

e Chronically homeless individuals represented over 26% of the individuals served in single adult shelters in 2012.
e Over 1/3 (36%) of the individuals served in shelters for adults without children were over the age of 50.

For families with children:

e Many families are experiencing homelessness for the first time.

e Household incomes are extremely low, averaging less than $700/month.

e There were more than 643 children under the age of 18 served in emergency shelters in Seattle, and over 43% of these were infants,
toddlers or pre-schoolers who were less than 5 years old.

e There were more than 542 children under the age of 18 served in transitional housing programs in Seattle, and over 51% were less than
5 years old.

e 38% of the people served in transitional housing programs for families with children were in a household with five or more people.

For Veterans:

e \Veterans are over-represented among homeless individuals; over 16% of individual adults in shelters reported they had serviced in the
military.

e Of the 1,136 veterans served in single adult emergency shelters, over 36% identified as a person of color. 57% were over the age of 50
years old.

e People of color, particularly Black/African Americans are disproportionately represented among those who are homeless in the
shelter/transitional housing system, representing 28% of people served in single adult emergency shelters and 71% of people served in
family shelters.

For Unaccompanied Children, homeless youth and young adults:

e In 2012, 5,229 unique youth and young adults participated in a homeless program in Seattle/King County.
e Approximately 2/3 (67%) of youth/young adults in HMIS identified as a person of color.
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e InJanuary 2013, during Count Us In, 776 youth/young adults were counted as homeless or unstably housed in King County.

e Of those identified during the 2013 Count Us In, 12% were under the age of 18; 23% identified as LGBTQ; and 60% identified as a person
of color.

e The 2013 Count Us In found at least 114 youth and young adults were sleeping outside or in a place not meant for human habitation.

e The majority of clients in the youth/ young adult system (63%) are between the ages of 18 — 21.

e 9% of clients in the youth / young adult system in 2012 met the definition of chronically homeless.

Compared to their stably housed peers, homeless YYA:

e Homeless Youth/Young Adults experience higher rates of substance and alcohol use;
e Have higher rates of mental health symptoms; are 2.5 times more likely to be arrested as adults; and are 50% less likely to have a GED or
high school diploma.

Detail on data for experiencing homelessness
Estimating the Number of people Experiencing Homelessness each year

Data on the estimated number of people experiencing homelessness in a year included is from the Safe Harbors HMIS 2012 Annual Homeless
Assessment Report (AHAR) as submitted to HUD. These numbers represent the total number of single adults, persons in households with
children, and unaccompanied youth, served in HMIS-participating emergency shelters and transitional housing programs during the 2012 AHAR
period (10/1/2011 —9/30/2012). A total of 400 programs participate in Safe Harbors HMIS, representing 82% of beds available to single adults
and 81% of beds available to families with children in Seattle and King County.

These figures do not capture 100% of the people experiencing homelessness in our communities; it only captures those who were served in an
emergency shelter or transitional housing program during the report period. People who did not touch the service system, were served only
through day centers or hygiene centers, or those who are “doubled up” are not included in these figures.

Detail on data for becoming Homeless

Estimating the Number of People who become homeless each year
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The Seattle/King County Continuum of Care does not have a way of estimating the number of people who become homeless each year. Our
community is finalizing our HEARTH measure methodology and do not want to provide data on this measure until we have a consistent
methodology. We are determining how to account for unidentified data in this measure.

Through the Safe Harbors HMIS system, there is data available on the number of people who enter shelter for the first time (or who have not
entered shelter in the last two years), but not on the number of people who become homeless each year. A proportion of people who enter the
shelter system do not consent to having information identified in HMIS. The large number of unknown or unidentified records in the HMIS
system increases the likelihood that reported numbers are an overcount of those who are “new” to the shelter system.

Coordinated Entry and Engagement: The Seattle/King County Continuum of Care has started to implement coordinated entry, engagement and
assessment systems to identify the number of people experiencing homelessness who are seeking shelter/housing assistance. The coordinated
entry system for families with children, Family Housing Connection, began implementation in 2012. A coordinated engagement system for
youth and young adults will launch in 2013. Plans for a coordinated assessment system for adults without children will be developed in 2014.

After its first full year of operations, the Family Housing Connection program coordinated entry and assessment for homeless families, identified
between five (5) and 20 families each month who were “literally” homeless and living in places not meant for human habitation who were
seeking shelter throughout King County, not just within the City of Seattle.

A coordinated engagement system for homeless youth and young adults up to age 25 is being developed and will begin implementation in 2013.
In addition, special efforts to count youth and young adults have been conducted in King County as part of “Count Us In”. During the PIT, 776
youth and young adults were counted as homeless or unstably housed. This special “Count Us In” project will help us better understand the
nature and extent of youth homelessness in our community.

Detail on data for duration and exiting into permanent hsg
Estimating the number of persons exiting homelessness each year

Numbers represent the HMIS reported, known exits to permanent living situations from emergency shelter and transitional housing programs.
Permanent living situations include the reported/known exits to permanent housing destination; a complete list of destinations considered as
“permanent” are complete lists of destinations considered as “permanent” are included below.
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e Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons (such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)
e Rental by client, no ongoing housing subsidy

e Owned by client, no ongoing housing subsidy

e Safe Haven

e Rental by client, VASH Subsidy

e Rental by client, other (non-VASH) ongoing housing subsidy

e Owned by client, with ongoing housing subsidy

e Staying or living with family, permanent tenure

e Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure

This data on those exiting to permanent housing does not capture the total number of households exiting homelessness, just known exits
to permanent housing. There is a large percentage of individuals who exit from high volume shelters to "unknown" destinations.

Estimating the number of days that persons experience homelessness

Our Community/Continuum of Care is determining the methodology that will be used for the HEARTH measure, “length of time homeless.” An
estimate for the number of days that persons experience homelessness is not included until a consistent methodology is adopted.
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Estimate the # of persons experiencing homelessness on a given
night in all of Seattle/King County
Sheltered (includes Unsheltered
Shelter and Transitional Housing)

P.eu.fsons In HHs with Adult{s) and 3,120 i
Child{ren)

Persons In HH with Only Children 36 19
Persons in HH with Only Adults 3,170 2,717
Chrenically Homeless Individuals 452 367
Chronically Homeless Families 2 -
Veterans 589 93
Unaccompanied Children 3 -
Persons with HIV 62 3

2013 Est of Sheltered & Unsheltered Homeless for Seattle & King Cty
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HOW WE MEASURE THIS: Every year in January, the One Night Count enumerates paople in and
outside shelters to estimate the total number of homeless personsin King County,

One Night Counts of homeless people show little
change overtime
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Participating shelters track families who are turned away on the One Night Count night because the
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Homelessness Trend & Turn-Aways

Indicate if the homeless population is: Has No Rural Homeless

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting homelessness each year," and "number of
days that persons experience homelessness," describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically
homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth):

See text detailing experiencing, becoming and duration/exiting into permanent housing attached with Homeless Needs Assessment table above.
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional)

Race: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)

White 0 0
Black or African American 0 0
Asian 0 0
American Indian or Alaska

Native 0 0
Pacific Islander 0 0
Ethnicity: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)
Hispanic 0 0
Not Hispanic 0 0

Data Source

See attached table attached below. Data source: Safe Harbors, HMIS, 2012 Annual Homeless Assessment Report

Comments: (AHAR).
Persons in Individuals
Persons in Persons in Families in Individuals | Individuals in
Families in Familiesin | Permanent in in Permanent
Emergency | Transitional | Supportive | Emergency | Transitional | Supportive
Race Shelters Housing Housing* Shelters Housing Housing
White, nen-Hispanic/non-
Latino 15% 9% - 43% 48% 46%
White, Hispanic/Latino 7% 7% - 5% 3% 4%
Black or African American 51% 71% - 28% 30% 28%
Asian 2% 1% - 2% 1% 3%
American indian or Alaska
Native 3% 1% - 5% 4% 7%
Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander 2% 1% - 1% 1% 0%
Multiple races 12% 4% - 3% 7% 2%
Unknown 8% 4% - 13% 6% 8%

*City of Seattle investments currently do not include Permanent Supportive Housing for

Families.

Households for ES, TH, PSH by Race

Consolidated Plan
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HOW WE MEASURE THIS: Householdsthat pay 30% or more of income for housing are considered te
be in unaffordable housing, They canlose that housingif ajobis lost or 2 medical emergency cccurs,
In the past 10 years Seattle’s percent of householdsin unaffordable housing hasnet changed.

2/3 of Seattle's young adult householdsare in
unaffordable housing, as are almost half of all

70% renter households
g 60% B renters
50%
g .
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15-24yr 2534 yr 35-64 yr tota
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Data ssuecn: Americen Community Survey 2007-2011

Blacks and Latinos are more likely to be in unaffordable
housing in King County & Seattle than are whites and
Asians
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Hsg Affordability for Young Adult & Minority HH

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with
children and the families of veterans.

For families with children:

e Many families are experiencing homelessness for the first time.
¢ Household incomes are extremely low, averaging less than $700/month.
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e There were more than 643 children under the age of 18 served in emergency shelters in Seattle,
and over 43% of these were infants, toddlers or pre-schoolers who were less than 5 years old.

e There were more than 542 children under the age of 18 served in transitional housing programs
in Seattle, and over 51% were less than 5 years old.

o 38% of the people served in transitional housing programs for families with children were in a
household with five or more people.

For Veterans:

e Veterans are over-represented among homeless individuals; 15% of individual adults in shelters
reported they had serviced in the military.

e Ofthe 1,136 veterans served in single adult emergency shelters, over 36% identified as a person
of color. 57% were over the age of 50 years old.

e People of color, particularly Black/African Americans are disproportionately represented among
those who are homeless in the shelter/transitional housing system, representing 28% of people
served in single adult emergency shelters and 71% of people served in family shelters.

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group.

People of color are disproportionately represented among the homeless. (See attached continuation of
Intro and Households for Emergency Shelter, Transitional Housing and Permanent Supportive Housing
by Race table attached to Nature and Extent of Homelessness section above).

Of the 7,486 single adults and 1,072 persons in families served in emergency shelters in 2012, 44% of
those in shelters for individual adults and more than 70% of those in shelters for families with children
identified as a person of color. In Seattle, African Americans make up approximately 8% of the total city
population. However, in the shelter and transitional housing system African Americans are the largest
ethnic minority, making up 28% to 30% of homeless individuals and 51% to 71% of persons in families.

Latino/Hispanic individuals represent from 3% to 7% of those receiving shelter or transitional services,
more than the approximately 6% within the overall county population.

Native Americans make up less than 1% of the overall population in King County, but among those using
Safe Harbors emergency services, they constituted 5% of homeless adults and 3% of persons in
homeless families. 5% of single homeless women were Native American.
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Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness.

See 2013 Estimate of Sheltered & Unsheltered Homeless for Seattle & King County attached to first table
above.

Sheltered Count: The sheltered count is estimated using data from publicly funded emergency shelter
and transitional housing programs in Seattle. Data reported on the sheltered count was taken from the
2012 AHAR report point-in-time count for the night of January 25, 2013. On that night, there were at
least 2,704 persons sheltered in these programs.

The 2013 One Night Count Point-In-Time Count occurred on the night of January 23-24; for all programs
in King County (publicly and privately funded), and there were an estimated 6,326 persons who were
sheltered that night. Figures for all of Seattle/King County Point-In-Time Count are included below.

Safe Harbors is King County’s web-based Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). The Safe
Harbors HMIS collects information on and the use of services and the characteristics of those who are
homeless. Planners, policymakers and service providers are able to use aggregate data from Safe
Harbors to quantify the nature and extent of homelessness over time, to identify patterns of service use,
and to direct funding and services to those who are most in need.

Safe Harbors is a joint project of the City of Seattle, the King County Department of Community and
Human Services, and United Way of King County. The system collects data from a total of 400 programs,
representing 82% of beds available to single adults and 81% of beds available to families with children in
Seattle and King County.

Unsheltered Count: There were at least 1,989 unsheltered individuals counted in Seattle during our
community Point-In-Time (PIT) count, the One Night Count of People Who Are Homeless in King County.
The unsheltered count does not estimate numbers of people by population type.

The One Night Count consists of two parts: a street count of people without shelter; and a survey of
individuals and families living in emergency shelters and transitional housing programs. The 2013 survey
and street count took place over the night of January 23-24, 2013.

While the One Night Count provides a valuable, point in time view of homelessness in King County, it
cannot account for all the unsheltered people. Many others in our community are homeless but are not
included in this survey.

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
58

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



HIV/AIDS: Our community does not require programs to enter data on HIV/AIDS. A small number of
programs reported this information, but it is likely undercounted and not included in Table 25.

Chronically Homeless Individuals and Chronically Homeless Families: The HMIS system calculates
chronic homelessness for individuals based on a number of questions. The logic does not include
families at this time.

Discussion:

The City of Seattle leverages and coordinates its resources to support community based agencies that
provide homelessness prevention, homelessness intervention services, and housing stabilization and
support services designed to help meet needs of homeless and formerly homeless individuals and
families. For in-depth background and analysis of Seattle's homeless strategies and planned
investments see the Human Services Department's Communities Supporting Safe and Stable Housing.
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment - 91.205 (b,d)

Introduction:

The Human Services Department funds and operates programs and services that meet the basic needs
of the most vulnerable people in our community - families and individuals with low incomes, children,
domestic violence and sexual assault victims, homeless people, seniors, and persons with disabilities.
We invest in programs that help people gain independence and success. In addition to the direct
investment of federal CDBG, HOME, HOPWA and ESG funds HSD invested $148.1 million dollars in
health and human services needs for residents and communities. See Overview of Seattle (part 1 & 2)
attached to the table below.

HOPWA

Current HOPWA formula use:

Cumulative cases of AIDS reported 9,171
Area incidence of AIDS 221
Rate per population 9
Number of new cases prior year (3 years of data) 8
Rate per population (3 years of data) 701
Current HIV surveillance data:

Number of Persons living with HIV (PLWH) 7,463
Area Prevalence (PLWH per population) 282
Number of new HIV cases reported last year 0

Table 27 - HOPWA Data

Data Source:  CDC HIV Surveillance
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Detail on Special NeedsPopulations— NA 45
= 5 A Disability Rate by Region, King County,
Peaple with disabilities 80% - 2007-2011
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Disability Rate by Veteran Status, Health Status
and Sexual Orientation, King County, 2007-2011
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Survivors of Domestic Violence
Survivors of Domestic Violence

Toward Safety and Justice: Domestic Violence in Seattle the 2008 biennial report states that “domestic
violence is an equal opportunity issue — it crosses all ethnic, racial, age, national origin, religious,
socioeconomic, and sexual orientation lines. It exists in every neighborhood in Seattle — from Ballard to
the Rainier Valley, Maple Leaf to West Seattle. Survivors are our sisters, brothers, daughters, sons,
relatives, friends, and neighbors.” Nationally, nearly one in four women reports experiencing violence
by a current or former spouse or boyfriend at some point in her life. Research accessed in 2010 from
the National Law Center on Homelessness and poverty states that domestic violence is a leading cause
of homelessness, especially for low income women. Nationally, between 22% -57% of homeless women
report that domestic or sexual violence was the immediate cause of their homelessness.

Locally, Group Health Cooperative research indicated in 2008 a high prevalence of women experiencing
intimate partner violence in Washington State — as high as 44% or nearly 1 out of 2 women. This could
mean that 60,000 -120,000 adult women in Seattle have experienced domestic violence during their life
(Toward Safety & Justice, p. 12). However, a July 16, 2013 KOMOnew.com article reported that
“between 2009 and 2012, serious assaults fell by 2 percent in Seattle, part of a decade-long downward

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
64

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



trend. But, that trend hasn't carried over to domestic-violence assaults, which are up 60 percent over
the same four-year period. And while police don't know why, many believe the economy could be
playing a part.”

For more detail on the needs and strategies the City of Seattle has invested in to reduce the incidence
and impact of domestic violence on vulnerable population see the City’s Domestic Violence and Sexual
Assault Prevention website.

Youth & Young Adults
Youth and Young Adults

HSD seeks to provide youth with the skills, knowledge, and support they need to lead healthy and
productive lives, through keeping youth in school, improving their academic achievement, helping them
learn job skills, and reducing criminal activity and violence, especially for youth facing multiple barriers
to success due to poverty and racism. HSD-funded services include: case management; counseling;
tutoring; opportunities for work experience; leadership and social skills classes; services for homeless
and at-risk LGBTQ youth; and youth violence prevention. Homeless youth are supported through a
continuum of care designed to meet emergency needs while also helping to move into stable,
permanent housing.

A coordinated engagement system for homeless youth and young adults up to age 25 is being
developed and will begin implementation in 2013. In addition, special efforts to count youth and young
adults have been conducted in King County as part of “Count Us In”, a special project that will help us
better understand the nature and extent of youth homelessness in our community.

The Committee to End Homelessness has led a County-wide Youth and Young Adult Initiative to
prevent and end homelessness among young people. A new Comprehensive Plan to End Youth and

Young Adult Homelessness in King County by 2020 is in final draft and anticipated to be completed early
in the fall of 2013.

According to the 2013 King County Count Us In Report, at least 776 youth and young adults (ages 12-25)
were homelessness or unstably housed on the night of January 24, 2013. Of these 776 youth, 12% were
under the age of 18, 51% were female, and 60% identified as a person of color. Of the 329 youth and
young adults who completed a survey, 23% identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, Transgender, or
questioning (LGBTQ).

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
65

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Immigrants & Refugees
Immigrants and Refugees

Seattle is a diverse, multi-cultural city. According to the 2006-2010 American Community Survey, 17.3%
of Seattle’s population is foreign born, and 21.3% of the population (ages 5 and up) speak a language
other than English at home.

The City Human Services Department funds services specifically for Immigrant & Refugees in certain
service areas, including: Family Centers; School Readiness & Preschool; Child care; Citizenship
assistance; Food banks; Community Health centers; DV services and prevention; Senior centers & meal
sites; and Non-English language information in 28 languages. HSD partners with many agencies across
the city to provide culturally relevant assistance to immigrant and refugee families, and to address the
special needs and challenges faced by this community.

The City’s Immigrants and Refugees Initiative is part of a larger Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI), a
citywide effort to end institutional racism and race-based disparities in City government. The Seattle
Office of Civil Rights (SOCR) oversees the Immigrant and Refugee Initiative, working with City
departments to implement the plan. The initiative intends to strengthen how City government serves
immigrant and refugee communities living in Seattle, through a broad and comprehensive set of actions
promoting the full and active participation of immigrant and refugee communities in Seattle’s civic,
economic and cultural life. The 2010 update of the Immigrant and Refugee Initiative Action Plan focuses
on five major issues:

® Access to services and information

e Protection of civil rights

e Civic engagement

¢ Workforce and economic development

e Service delivery
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In 2012, the Committee to End Homelessness King County (CEHKC) Immigrant and Refugee Task Force

released a report providing recommendations on strategies to increase access to housing and

supportive services among immigrant and refugees who are homeless or at risk of homelessness. For

more information, see the CEHKC Immigrant and Refugee Task Force Recommendations.

HIV Housing Need (HOPWA Grantees Only)

Type of HOPWA Assistance

Estimates of Unmet Need

Tenant based rental assistance 192
Short-term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility 207
Facility Based Housing (Permanent, short-term or

transitional) 514

Table 28 — HIV Housing Need

Data Source:  HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet

2013

Outputs

Housing Subsidy Assistance

56

0
Permanent Housin a 10
TOTAL 116
Housing Development
Parmanent Housin, 0

0
Supportive Services®
5 eswith HOPWA-Funded Housing 26
S Only 212
TOTAL 308
Housing Information Services
v 0

0
Grant Administration 0
Total 0

TOTAL

2014
Funding Qutputs Funding
138,000 22
271,274 69
472,096 ]
o & 0
0 20 40,000
17,800 10 17,800
899,170 130 729,485
o 8 300,000
0 ] 0
o 8 300,000
96 88,405
236 393,169
332 481,574
o 10 50,000
10 50,000
20 100,000
94,133 s 95,067
594,133 0 96,067
1,406,250 1,407,126

HOPWA - Three-Year Anticipated Service by Type of Assistance*

2015
Qutputs Funding
22 100,000
83 408,000
0 0
0 a
23 45,000
18 32,040
145 586,040
0 0
e )
0 a
96
252
348
20 100,000
20 100,000
40 200,000
0 98,000
(i} 98,000

1,406,000

*Funding estimates only — subjectto change.

HOPWA - 3-Year Anticipated Services by Type of Assistance

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

SEATTLE

Attachment 1, pg.

67




Race-Ethnicity Percent of Total
White 665%

Black 17%
Hispanic/Lating 11%

Asian 3%

Native Hawaiian Lessthan 1%
Native American 1%

Twoor More Races 2%
Undetermined Lessthan 1%

HOPWA Clients by Race & Ethnicity

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community:
People Living with HIV/AIDS

There are about 6,700 King county residents living with HIV or AIDS, representing only the reported
cases that have been diagnosed and reported. An estimated 7,200-7,800 people are living with HIV but
may be unaware of their infection. Most are white males, are 30-45 years of age at the time of
diagnosis, and reside in Seattle. However, an increasing proportion of cases are among foreign born
blacks and residents outside of Seattle.

In Seattle-King County, as in the country as a whole, epidemiological data indicate that HIV and AIDS are
disproportionately affecting African Americans and foreign-born black immigrants. Overall, the percent
of HIV/AIDS cases among people of color has risen steadily since the early years of the epidemic in King
County. Blacks are 4.5 times more likely to be infected with HIV than whites and are the most
disproportionately impacted racial group.

Foreign born PLWHA represent 14% of cases. Hispanics constitute 7% of the population of King county
and 10% of PLWHA.

Two percent were reported as homeless at the time of diagnosis. Based on surveys of HIV infection
among homeless persons in King County and studies across the country, homelessness puts men and
women at higher risk for HIV infection. Homeless persons reported with HIV/AIDS in King County were
more likely to be persons of color and have a history of mental illness, incarceration, substance abuse,
and low income.

FOR DETAIL ON OTHER SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS SEE SERIES OF DESCRIPTIONS ATTACHED ABOVE

What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these
needs determined?

People Living with HIV/AIDS
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The Seattle Human Services Department contracted with the HIVAIDS epidemiology staff of Public
Health — Seattle & King County to gather data about the extent of housing need and demographic and
other characteristics of low income and homeless people living with HIV/AIDS in King County. Along
with analyzing HIV data bases, staff also interviewed 25 HIV/AIDS medical case managers.

The case managers reported seeing a total of 2,319 clients which is over one-third of all clients living
with HIV/AIDS in King County. Of these, 424 of their clients (24%) needed housing assistance and 477
(21%) need a rent subsidy or housing voucher to maintain their current permanent housing. Case
managers stated that 212 (9%) clients were currently homeless and 207 of their clients were at risk of
becoming homeless. Most clients that needed housing assistance needed placement into the following
types of housing:

e Independent permanent housing (n=201)

e Transitional independent housing (n=192)

e Transitional housing with on-site supportive services (n=164)
e Permanent housing with on-site supportive services (n=149)
e Emergency shelters (n=114)

Housing with supportive services ranges along a continuum from 24/7 staffing to providing intensive
services to clients with the most complex medical and behavioral needs and barriers to housing.
Services may be provided on-site or via mobile teams (with representation in primary care, mental
health, and chemical dependency systems) serving clients in multiple locations.

FOR DETAIL ON OTHER SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS SEE SERIES OF DESCRIPTIONS ATTACHED ABOVE

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within
the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:

As of October 2012, Public Health — Seattle & King County reported 7,079 people living with HIV
including AIDS. Of these, 89% are male and 11% female.

Sixty-two percent were between the ages of 30 and 49 at the time of diagnosis. A little more than
three-quarters were born in the USA and 17% were foreign-born.

Race and ethnicity break down are shown in the table attached above.

Discussion:

People Living with HIV/AIDS in Seattle
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A very strong continuum of housing, services, and funding partnerships has been developed over the
last twenty years in Seattle/King County. From the first skilled nursing project in the early 1990’s, the
HIV/AIDS housing inventory has expanded to more than 400 units with a full range of housing
opportunities. HOPWA provides support to the continuum through tenant-based rental assistance,
project-based rental assistance, transitional community living residences, services enriched housing, and
units developed with HOPWA capital dollars.

Many people living with HIV/AIDS can live independently and need only affordable housing options.
However, an increasing proportion of clients have a number of barriers to accessing and retaining
housing including homelessness, mental iliness, chemical addiction, criminal history, past evictions, bad
credit, and problems with immigration status. This has presented a challenge to the existing housing
inventory, much of which was developed for individuals and families capable of living independently.
The resources available in the system have not been targeted to meet this higher level of need which
includes permanent housing with supportive services.

HOPWA funds are able to provide about 500 individuals with housing, rental assistance and services, but
there is unmet demand for services for these limited resources.

FOR DETAIL ON OTHER SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS SEE SERIES OF DESCRIPTIONS ATTACHED ABOVE
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs —91.215 (f)

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities:

No public facilities are identified for the Consolidated Plan funds. The City’s overall assessment of capital
facilities needs and their funding sources are identified in the City’s 2013 - 2018 Adopted Capital
Improvement Program (http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/1318adoptedcip/default.htm).

How were these needs determined?

See the above-referenced Adopted Capital Improvement Program.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements:

Supporting neighborhood business districts, especially those districts serving low- and moderate-income
neighborhoods, is an essential tool available to the City as it seeks to revitalize the economy and ensure
an equitable development pattern and economic recovery. CDBG funds will be used to fund public
improvements that enhance a business district’s ability to attract businesses and customers in a
sustainable manner. Public improvements such as streetlights, streetscapes, accessibility improvements
and sidewalk installation may be funded and will be determined from inquiries by recognized business
district organizations.

The Seattle Conservation Corps, operated by the Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation, executes
parks improvement projects in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods while at the same time
provides training and employment services for formerly homeless adults. Improvements may include
new or replacement of worn/unsafe park furniture such as picnic tables, benches, bike racks, etc., and
improvements to park access such as trail expansion and enhancements, new stairs, footbridges,
walkways etc. Safety improvements include barriers to prevent vehicle access to pedestrian and play
areas, landscape changes for line of site crime prevention, and new fencing. Environmental
improvements involve such activities as removal of invasive plants, and native planting and new
landscape beds and tree planting. The Parks Department has determined that approximately 25 parks
will undergo such improvements in 2014 with CDBG funding.

How were these needs determined?

Neighborhood business district improvements will be reviewed and funded through a competitive
request for proposals process to be conducted by the Office of Economic Development in 2013, for
funding in 2014.
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Regarding Parks improvements, the Conservation Corps works with a wide variety of Parks staff to
identify projects worth pursuing. Parks Resource managers, crew chiefs and gardeners provide input on
needs for their parks. These positions have a great deal of contact with the public and will consider
requests from the public in their suggestions. SCC also works with parks maintenance staff who are
aware of missing or worn out parks features that need to be replaced and with Parks planning and
development and design staff who also work closely with the public and have a good overall view of
parks mission and design goals. For CDBG funded improvements, parks are also reviewed for service
area eligibility.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services:

Three of the four Consolidated Plan funds are used by the Human Services Department to provide public
services for eligible clients. CDBG, ESG, and HOPWA are used primarily to prevent homelessness and to
provide shelter and rapid rehousing for persons and families currently homeless. The need for homeless
services and the City’s strategy to address the issues of homelessness are outlined in a recent Request
for Investments process which determined the services the City will procure over the next several years
with City General Fund, CDBG, and ESG funds. The Communities Supporting Safe and Stable Housing
policy and needs document is provided at
http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/documents/hsd_csssh_investment_plan_final_062712.pdf. A
HOPWA investment plan (available

at http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/emergencyservices/shelter/hopwa_investment_plan.pdf) has
also been produced to guide a Request for Investments process in the last half of 2013.

In response to recent economic and social indicators, the City has decided to invest CDBG dollars into an
employment support program. The US Department of Labor states that an important determinate of
socio-economic advancement is educational attainment beyond high school. In 2013 CDBG resources in
the Human Services Department began supporting a new “Career Bridge” program, a partnership
between the Office of Economic Development and HSD. This is designed to prepare people in crisis or
facing barriers to employment for the education and training necessary to secure employment that
provides greater economic security.

How were these needs determined?

The Communities Supporting Safe and Stable Housing investment policies were designed with extensive
community input. The full process for the development of these policies are described in the investment
plan at
http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/documents/hsd_csssh_investment_plan_final_062712.pdf.
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Hundreds of people helped create the Communities Supporting Safe & Stable Housing Investment
Plan. The Plan was informed by an extensive community engagement process where clients of services,
community members, shelter and housing providers, business, faith communities, charitable
foundations, schools, local government, and elected officials all contributed to the proposed strategies
and priorities for Seattle’s homeless service investments.

In particular, client surveys and focus groups provided valuable input. Client-driven solutions to prevent
homelessness and support homeless services lead to better investments and lasting outcomes. Families
and individuals provide insight and contributions that are improving information, access and delivery of
services. Hundreds of people in Seattle who were served by homelessness prevention and homeless
assistance services participated in surveys, focus groups and forums to provide feedback and
recommendations for ways to improve programs and direct service investments.

In developing the Career Bridge program, OED and HSD held a community focus group in late July 2012
to describe the intent and design of the program and receive feedback. The focus group included 38
people, ages 17-50, who were potential participants. They shared their own stories and gave specific
comments about the program’s components, outcomes and barriers to sustained employment.
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Housing Market Analysis

MA-05 Overview

Housing Market Analysis Overview:

Housing

The Mayor’s recently released Seattle Housing Strategy lays out four major housing directions:

1) Optimize investments in affordable housing

¢ Continue direct investment by renewing the Seattle Housing Levy in 2016

¢ Strengthen the Multi-Family Tax Exemption program

¢ Revise the affordable housing zoning incentives city-wide, including adjusting the fee-in-lieu formula
2) Make publicly owned land available for housing

e Continue to identify opportunities to use City-owned properties for affordable housing,
engaging neighboring communities early in the development process.

e Work with partner agencies to utilize other public property for housing, including transit
oriented development work with Sound Transit.

3) Reduce the cost of developing new housing

e Continue further improvements to the permitting process by better aligning processes across
City departments

e Encourage more sustainable housing development that qualifies for the Priority Green
Expedited or Facilitated review and permitting processes and expand this program to include
upgrades to existing housing.

e Identify strategies to reduce or eliminate redundant or unnecessary processes or requirements

4) Foster an adequate and diverse supply of housing

e Encourage compact development near frequent transit as we work with neighborhoods to
consider station area

e plans, urban design frameworks, and zoning proposals

e Explore options for encouraging a wider variety of housing types, particularly to address
affordability and family housing.
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For a detailed analysis of Seattle’s housing conditions, market trends and impact on housing affordability
see the “Housing Seattle” report by the Seattle Planning Commission (Winter 2011). Also note that the
City of Seattle is updating its 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan in 2013. Strategies that
support housing affordability and diversity are always integral to the Comprehensive Plan.

Homelessness & Special Needs Populations

Seattle is responding to the needs of persons experiencing homelessness through a coordinated
continuum of care and affordable housing. Since 1981 when Seattle voters approved the first a series
of local bond and levies to create affordable housing, Seattle has now funded over 10,000 affordable
apartments for seniors, low- and moderate-wage workers, and formerly homeless individuals and
families, plus provided down-payment loans to more than 600 first-time homebuyers and rental
assistance to more than 4,000 households.

The City of Seattle has contributed to the production of 3,312 affordable housing units through
construction, preservation, and leasing of housing units dedicated to homeless individuals and families
since the community’s Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness was introduced in 2005. More than half
(57%) of these units have been created for chronically homeless individuals.

See continuation of the Market Analysis Overview in Part 2 attached below.

MA Overview Part 2

Prevention, Intervention and Housing Placement & Stabilization: The City also contributes to
homelessness prevention, intervention, housing stabilization services, including investments in the
operations of emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent housing support services that to
increase health, independence and stability.

A network of facilities in Seattle provides a total year-round capacity of approximately 2,223 emergency
shelter beds. Additional shelter, with varying capacity, is provided through emergency voucher
programs targeted to assist families with children access individual, temporary shelter units in
hotel/motels. During the winter months (October through March), the capacity of the shelter system
expands, adding more than 412 beds; additional capacity can be added when there are severe weather
conditions. The inventory also includes 2,131 year-round, transitional housing beds for families and
individuals.

Seattle continues to work closely with other partners in the Continuum of Care (CoC) including King
County, S/KC Public Health, Seattle Housing Authority, United Way, the religious community and private
philanthropic agencies to develop multiple funding resources that target resources to vulnerable special
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population groups. Seattle often “braids” funding with service partners to meet the needs of specific
populations. See section NA-45 and MA-35 for more detail.
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MA-10 Number of Housing Units — 91.210(a)&(b)(2)

Introduction

See MA-05 Overview for more detail and link to The Mayor’s recently released Seattle Housing Strategy.

For a detailed analysis of Seattle’s housing conditions, market trends and impact on housing affordability
see the “Housing Seattle” report by the Seattle Planning Commission (Winter 2011). Also note that the
City of Seattle is updating its 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan in 2013. Strategies that

support housing affordability and diversity are always integral to the Comprehensive Plan.

All residential properties by number of units

Property Type Number %

1-unit detached structure 277,014 64%
1-unit, attached structure 10,414 2%
2-4 units 22,936 5%
5-19 units 44,652 10%
20 or more units 79,296 18%
Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc 1,402 0%
Total 435,714 100%

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

Table A: History of Residential Permits — By Type of Unit

Table 29 — Residential Properties by Unit Number

RESIDENTIAL PERMIT INFORMATION
Type of Unit Net Built Units Net Permitted TOTAL %
2005-2012 Units Jan. 2013
Single Family 1,685 196 1,881 4.3%
Accessory 402 104 506 1.2%
Dwelling
Detached 102 65 167 0.4%
Accessory
Multifamily 9,486 1,873 11,359 26.0%
Mixed Use 17,660 11,740 29,740 68.1%
TOTAL 29,335 13,978 43,653 100.0%

Table A: History of Residential Permits by Type of Unit
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TABLE B: History of Units Permitted to be demolished

RESIDENTIAL DEMOLITION | NFORMATION
Type of Unit Net Demolished Net Permitted TOTAL %
Units 2005-2012 Demolished Units
Jan. 2013
Single Family 1,793 56 1,849 41.6%
Accessory Dwelling 15 0 15 0.3%

Detached Accessory a a 0 0%
Multifamily 1,507 5 1,512 34.0%
Mixed Use 1,069 3 1,072 24.1%
TOTAL 4,384 64 4,448 100.0%

Table B: History of Units Permitted to be Demolished

TasLe C: WoRk DesTINATION REPORT - WHERE WORKERS ARE EMPLOYED WHO LIVE IN THE

SELECTION AREA (SEATTLE CITY) - BY PLaces (Cimies, CDPs, ETC.)

2010
Count
Total All Jobs 292,739

Share
100.0%

Jobs Counts by Places (Cities, CDPs, etc.) Where Workers are Employed - All Jobs

2010
Count
Seattle city, WA 182,983
Bellevue city, WA 19,150
Redmond city, WA 13,947
Tukwila city, WA 5,573
Renton city, WA 5,556
Everett city, WA 4,373
Kirkland city, WA 4,062
Kent city, WA 3,917
Shoreline city, WA 3,088
Tacoma clity, WA 3,009
All Other Locations 47,081

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Qoihelian Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter

Employment, 2nd Quarter 2010).

Table C: Work Destination Report - Census Bur OnTheMap

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Share
62.5%
6.5%
4.8%
1.9%
1.9%
1.5%
1.4%
1.3%
1.1%
1.0%
16.1%
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Unit Size by Tenure

Owners Renters
Number % Number %
No bedroom 1,162 1% 17,662 13%
1 bedroom 10,784 8% 60,643 43%
2 bedrooms 37,444 27% 42,217 30%
3 or more bedrooms 87,951 64% 19,151 14%
Total 137,341 100% 139,673 100%

Table 30 — Unit Size by Tenure

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with
federal, state, and local programs.

Seattle currently has a 2004-2024 Comprehensive Plan growth target of 47,000 new households, of
which 62% has been met to date (92% if taking in account permitted residential units). See Urban
Center/Urban Village Growth Report, 1st Quarter 2013 (UCUV Growth Report 1st Qtr 2013.pdf attached
above as Table A).

Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from the affordable housing inventory for
any reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts.

Table B attached above provides a summary of the residential units demolished between 2005 and
2012, plus residential units for which demolition permits have been issued in January 2013.

Demolition of additional single-family units located in multifamily- and commercial-zoned areas of the
City is expected. In stronger market areas some older multifamily and mixed use product will also likely
be demolished to make way for new construction of higher density residential development.

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population?

Looking at the survey data for households who are currently housed, it appears that a high proportion of
those who are paying over % of their household income for housing costs are those who live alone. This
would suggest a need for increased supply of affordable small units located near retail, services and
frequent transit. The data provided in HUD’s boilerplate needs assessment does not enable easy analysis
of housing needs for people who may wish to live in Seattle but are not able to afford housing.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s OnTheMap application, over 1/3 of Seattle workers live outside of
the Seattle city limits. Presumably, a portion of those would choose to live closer to their jobs if
affordable housing were available. See Table C: Work Destination Report attached above.
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Describe the need for specific types of housing:

Seattle needs more affordable, smaller scale ownership housing. The 1st Q 2013 median sale price for
new construction housing was $446,950 (this includes single-family homes and any other non-
condominium for-sale product) and $473,750 for new construction condominiums ($339,650 for new
construction condominiums located outside of NWMLS Area #701, which is Downtown Seattle).

Given the high proportion of low-income households paying over % of their income for rent and basic
utilities, Seattle clearly also needs a larger supply of affordable rental housing. Analysis of 2005-09 CHAS
data shows that only 36 units of rental housing are affordable and available for every 100 extremely
low-income households and only 65 units of rental housing are affordable and available for every 100
very low-income households. In addition, Seattle has hundreds of homeless individuals and families
living on the streets, in shelters, and other unstable housing situations who are in immediate need of
housing.

Discussion
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MA-15 Housing Market Analysis: Cost of Housing - 91.210(a)

Introduction

See MA-05 Overview for more detail and link to The Mayor’s recently released Seattle Housing Strategy.

For a detailed analysis of Seattle’s housing conditions, market trends and impact on housing affordability
see the “Housing Seattle” report by the Seattle Planning Commission (Winter 2011). Also note that the
City of Seattle is updating its 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan in 2013. Strategies that
support housing affordability and diversity are always integral to the Comprehensive Plan.

Cost of Housing

Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year: 2009 % Change
Median Home Value 252,100 446,900 77%
Median Contract Rent 677 849 25%
Table 31 — Cost of Housing
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2005-2009 ACS (Most Recent Year)
Rent Paid Number %

Less than S500 20,865 14.9%
$500-999 72,169 51.7%
$1,000-1,499 32,644 23.4%
$1,500-1,999 9,591 6.9%
$2,000 or more 4,404 3.2%
Total 139,673 100.0%

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

Consolidated Plan
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TABLED

Seattle Home Ssle Prices 2012
Al NWMLS Aress Within Sesttie City Limits

All R=sidentis! Al Candammivm v
Ares Megdign Mezigrn Mezian
130 | WestSeattls 1247 | 53288 a7 532,00 206 S21203 7 5739500
350 570 5300000 £3 5330000 27 $152.000 b 5335788
258 5238002 13 532352 19 5180002 -
355 | Cagnolt §32 852002 55 $588.000 315 3252002 27 $235.10C
Queen &nne
705 | Magncha 613 $555200 37 3572500 337 3233008 g 5232500
Dewntsvm
T2L| Sesttle L 5332.000 - 521 522302 185 853500
735 1332 | 32250 33 §515.000 358 5323020 25 52583500
713 | Horth Sesttle 1289 | 5322200 52 5233300 2i2 S1s502 8 §232000
£ Ssles; Median Ssle
Price (Weighted
Avarage| = 5,124 | $a23375 417 | 3436375 2,163 | 5220375 253 | §473,750
Percant chengs vs.
previous yesrstets = 24.4% 55% 07% 2556% 361% 22% -17.0% 18.2%
Parcant change vs.
highest magion sgle
price= | S453.525 -12.4% | 5345850 -23% | $323100 -153% | 5§473.750 665

a

Table D Seattle Home Sale Prices 2012
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CHARTA

Average Seattle Rent
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CHARTB

Seattle Median Home Prices (Closed Sales)
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Housing Affordability

% Units affordable to Households Renter
earning

Owner

30% HAMFI No Data

No Data

50% HAMFI No Data

No Data

80% HAMFI

No Data

No Data
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Owner

% Units affordable to Households Renter
earning
100% HAMFI No Data No Data
Total (0] 0
Table 33 — Housing Affordability
Data Source Comments:
| TABLEE
i Szattls Lower-Income Renter Households: Affordabis and Availabls Housing Units Par 100 Renter
Houssholds and Absolute Shortages/Surpluses
Affordzble Units per 200 Renter | Affordzbiz =nd Avzilzble Unitsper
Houszsholds 2100 Rznter Houssholds
0-30% of | 0-50% of 0-30% of | 0-503% of | 0-80% of
AN an A a7 AN
5% 122 36 65 85 |21,755) | [19,500)
Source:CHAS Tables I5C and 158
Table E Seattle LI Renter HH Per 100 renters
TABLEF
Saattle Lowsr-Income Renter 2 Housing Unitzs Per 100 Owner
lus=:
se3/Surplusss
Affordzbis znd Avzilzoiz Units gar nd Affordz
3 its
0-30% of 0-80%: of 0%
A0 fan
16 20 7 12 25 25) 115,285)
Sourca:CHAS Tobles 15A 158 gns 144
Table F Seattle LI Renter HH per 100 owner
Monthly Rent
Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom | 3 Bedroom | 4 Bedroom
bedroom)
Fair Market Rent 800 912 1,098 1,551 1,895
High HOME Rent 857 977 1,176 1,433 1,579
Low HOME Rent 760 814 977 1,128 1,258

Table 34 — Monthly Rent

Data Source:  HUD FMR and HOME Rents
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CHARTC

Average Rent Spring 2013, by Area
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Chart C Average Rent by Area - Spring 2013

Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels?

Tables E and F show that Seattle is lacking affordable and available housing (both rental and owner) for
extremely low-income, very low-income and low-income households. The most immediate need is for
renter housing affordable for households with incomes < 30% of HAMFI.

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or
rents?

Chart A shows that Seattle’s rental housing market is fairly stable. Overall, rental housing costs have
gradually increased over time. Average apartment rents, adjusted for inflation, have increased 16% over
the past 2 decades (between Spring 2003 and Spring 2013).

Chart B shows that Seattle’s for-sale housing market is more vulnerable to market fluxuations. New
construction housing prices have been on a steep upward trend since 2011 when the Puget Sound
region economy began to rebound from the Great Recession.

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this
impact your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing?

Average rent for units in larger apartment buildings in Seattle (those with 20+ market rental units) is
$1,298. The average rent exceeds this average only in 5 of Seattle’s 14 market areas: Ballard, Green
Lake/Wallingford, Downtown/Belltown/South Lake Union, Central, and Queen Anne. However, 45% of
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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the rental housing stock surveyed by Dupre+Scott Apartment Advisors is located in these high-cost sub-
markets.

Discussion
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MA-20 Housing Market Analysis: Condition of Housing — 91.210(a)

Introduction

See MA-05 Overview for more detail and link to The Mayor’s recently released Seattle Housing Strategy.

For a detailed analysis of Seattle’s housing conditions, market trends and impact on housing affordability
see the “Housing Seattle” report by the Seattle Planning Commission (Winter 2011). Also note that the
City of Seattle is updating its 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan in 2013. Strategies that
support housing affordability and diversity are always integral to the Comprehensive Plan.

Definitions

“Substandard condition but suitable for rehabilitation” is a HUD term that the City of Seattle defines as
housing for which either (a) a notice of violation based on one or more physical conditions of the
housing that has not been corrected has been issued pursuant to Seattle Housing and Building
Maintenance Code, subsection 22.206.220 “Notice of Violation,” or (b) a residential rental housing
business license has been suspended, denied, or revoked pursuant to the Seattle License Code, SMC
Chapter 6.202 “General Provisions” based on one or more physical conditions of the housing that has
not been corrected and/or the Residential Rental Business License and Inspection Program, SMC
Chapter 6.440; and that could be brought up to standard condition through rehabilitation costing less
than 70% of the cost to replace the housing.

Condition of Units

Condition of Units Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied

Number % Number %
With one selected Condition 46,233 34% 59,198 42%
With two selected Conditions 799 1% 3,482 2%
With three selected Conditions 112 0% 435 0%
With four selected Conditions 0 0% 0 0%
No selected Conditions 90,197 66% 76,558 55%
Total 137,341 101% 139,673 99%

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data
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Table 35 - Condition of Units
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Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation

<l

TABLEG
Number of occupied housing units by tenure and year structure built
owner Pct Renter Pct Total Pct
Bullt 2000 or later 11,201 8.16% 13,742 9.84% 24,943 9.00%
Built 1980-1999 19,079 13.89% 28,760 20.59% 47,838 17.27%
Built 1950-197% 35,868 26.12% 53,612 38.38% 89,480 32.30%
Built 1949 or
earlier 71,183 51.84% 43,559 31.19% 114,752 41.42%
Total 137,341 49.58% 139,673 50.42% 277,014 100% :
Source: CPD Maps, 2005-08 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates i
MA-20 Table G Need for Owner & Rental Rehab
Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Number % Number %
2000 or later 11,201 8% 13,742 10%
1980-1999 19,079 14% 28,760 21%
1950-1979 35,868 26% 53,612 38%
Before 1950 71,193 52% 43,559 31%
Total 137,341 100% 139,673 100%

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Table 36 — Year Unit Built

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Number % Number %
Total Number of Units Built Before 1980 107,061 78% 97,171 70%
Housing Units build before 1980 with children present 23,130 17% 15,705 11%

Data Source:

Consolidated Plan
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Table 37 — Risk of Lead-Based Paint
2005-2009 ACS (Total Units) 2005-2009 CHAS (Units with Children present)
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Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP

Hazards
TABLEH
household
househeld contains 1 or containsnc
more childrenage 6or  childrenage 6 or
Renter Occupied Units younger younger Grand Total
1939 or earlier 2185 31125 33320
erthan 30% but
B z=noraqusito
50% of HAMFI 385 5035 5490
grasterthzen 503 but
lessthznoragusito
803 of HANFI 130 5125 5855
sreztsrthan 80% of
HAMF| 2035 12270 13305
lessthznoragusito
305 of HAMFI 335 7418 7750
hetween 1940 and 1979 5230 58620 63850
erthan 305 but
thanar -E-Q’.JE' to
03¢ of HANF| 1145 3500 10645
resterthan 50% out
thznorsqusito
3035 of HANF) 1315 12783 13835
sreztarthan 50% of
HARFI 1585 23210 22795
|lzssthanorequsito
303 of HAMF| 1385 igi3o 16515
1980 orlater 3125 33370 22495
tarthan 30% but '
660 5145 5775
tarthan S0 but
lezzthznorequsito
8035 of HANMFI 485 5455 §320
sreztarthan 80% of
HALF 1015 37350 218365
leszthznarequaite
30% of HAMFI 985 10450 13435
Grand Total 10550 128115 139665
MA-20 Table H Est # of LMI Occupied Units w LBP
Vacant Units
Suitable for Not Suitable for Total
Rehabilitation Rehabilitation
Vacant Units 0 0
Abandoned Vacant Units 0 0
REO Properties 0 0
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Suitable for
Rehabilitation

Not Suitable for
Rehabilitation

Total

Abandoned REO Properties

0

Data Source:  2005-2009 CHAS

Table 38 - Vacant Units

Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation

See Table G attached above.

The majority of Seattle’s housing stock was built before 1979. Based on a CPD Maps search, Census

Tracts with the highest percentages of extremely low-income households in substandard housing are

located in the International District, Pioneer Square, and University District, and lower, but still high

enough concentrations to be of concern in Aurora-Licton Springs, Bitter Lake, Duwamish Valley,

Georgetown, and Beacon Hill.

Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP

Hazards

See Table H attached above.

Discussion
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MA-25 Public and Assisted Housing — 91.210(b)

Introduction

Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) provides long-term rental housing and rental assistance to more than 15,000 households through Low Income
Public Housing (LIPH) and Housing Choice Vouchers (also referred to as Section 8 or HCV).

SHA’s Low Income Public Housing (LIPH) stock totals 6,335 units as of year end 2012, which are located in neighborhoods throughout the City of
Seattle. See 2013 List of SHA Communities attached below.

SHA’s public housing stock provides a range of bedroom sizes, as well as opportunities for specific populations, such as the buildings in our
Seattle Senior Housing Program (SSHP). While most of SHA’s public housing units are located in apartment buildings, some are located in
smaller, multi-family buildings and houses in our Scattered Site portfolio.

In accordance with the Section 504 Voluntary Compliance Agreement signed in 2007, SHA has made significant progress towards completing 263
UFAS units and will continue to commit at least five percent of new construction to accessible units. As of yearend 2012, 190 UFAS units had
already been certified.

The overall condition of SHA’s public housing units is good. SHA’s average score of 87 percent for 2011 REAC inspections reflects the close
scrutiny paid to maintenance and repairs at SHA buildings, a challenge given the fact that many SHA buildings are aging. SHA has also recently
added new public housing stock, including an ARRA-funded project at Lake City Village and HOPE VI communities, including High Point, Rainier
Vista, and New Holly, all of which are in very good condition. SHA has also begun work to redevelop Yesler Terrace, our oldest housing
development, and continuing this work will be essential.

Federal underfunding has resulted in a backlog of capital projects, as well as making it challenging for SHA to maintain operating funding for
regular repairs and maintenance. While SHA has been successful in leveraging other resources, including tax credits and bonds, the agency still
faces a significant backlog. In the short-term, capital needs in the scattered site portfolio total $1.8 million within the next year. In the long-term,
the majority of SHA’s public housing stock will hit the 50 year mark within the next ten years and as a result will require major sewer and
electrical work as part of its lifecycle, totaling $25 to 30 million. Twenty buildings will also need new roofs, at a cost of approximately $250,000
per roof.
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Underfunding places SHA in a difficult position, where in order to maintain the condition of housing stock; the agency must make difficult
choices. For example, SHA must consider whether to retain the scattered site portfolio, which is more costly to maintain as it is located in
smaller buildings dispersed throughout the city, or dispose of it in favor of more consolidated stock.

More than 8,000 tenant-based and project-based vouchers are currently in use in Seattle, but demand is much higher than supply. SHA
reopened the waiting list for Housing Choice Vouchers in early 2013 and received 24,000 applications.

Waiting lists for public housing units also indicate high demand. As of yearend 2012, 6,700 households were waiting for traditional public
housing units and the average wait time for new move-ins to public housing was 26 months. Thousands more households were waiting on
individual site-based waiting lists for public housing units in HOPE VI communities.

Totals Number of Units

Program Type
Certificate Mod-Rehab Public Vouchers
Housing Total Project -based Tenant -based Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing
# of units vouchers
available 0 588 5,367 8,810 104 8,706 944 10 620
# of accessible units 890
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 39 — Total Number of Units by Program Type
Data Source:  PIC (PIH Information Center)
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2013 List of SHA Public Housing Communities

Aki Kurose
Ballard House
Barton Place
Beacon Tower
Bell Tower

Bitter Lake Manor
Blakeley Manor
Cal-May. Circle
Capital Park
Carroll Terrace

Cedarvalg House
GCedaryvale Village
Center Park
Center West
Columbia Place
Denice Hunt
Townhomes
Denny Terrace
Fort Lawton Place
Fremont Place
Gideon-Mathews
Gardens

Green Lake Plaza
Harvard Court
High Point

Holly Court

2013 List of SHA PH Communities

Consolidated Plan
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International
Terrace

Island View
Jackson Park
House

Jackson Park
Village

Jefferson Terrace
Lake City Court
Lake City House
Ligtonwood
Longfellow
Court/Westwood
Court

Longfellow Creek
Apartments
Meadowbrook
View Apartments
Michaelsan Manor

Nelson Manor

NewHelly

Olive Ridge
Olmsted Manor
Olympic West
Phinney Terrace

Pinehurst Court

SEATTLE

Pleasant Valley
Plaza

Primeau Place
Queen Anne
Heights

Rainier Vista
Reunion House
Ross Manor
Roxhill Court
Apartments
Scattered Sites
Schwabacher
House

Stewart Manor
Sunrise Manor
Tamarack Place
Tri-Court
University House
University West
West Town View
Westwood Heights
Wildwood Glen
Willis House
Wisteria Court

Yesler Terrace
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2012 Seattle Housing Authority - Total number of units

Project- | Tenant-
based based VASH | FUP | Disabled
vouchers | vouchers

Cert- | Mod- | Public Total:
ificate [ Rehah | Housing | vouchers

#of

units/vouchers 0 759 6,335 8,798 2,927 5,871 260 200 75

available

# of accessible : . R ; 7 ;

units 1] o 890 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
$11¢

Source: MTW 2012 Annual Report

Updated 2012 SHA Total Number of Units
Describe the supply of public housing developments:

Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, including those that are participating in an
approved Public Housing Agency Plan:

SHA targets extremely low income households with the great majority of its housing resources. In 2012, SHA served 12,674 extremely low-
income households (0-30% AMI) and 1,901 low-income households (30-80% AMI). (These figures exclude port outs, for whom we do not
maintain income data, and includes port ins.)

SHA anticipates no long-term or permanent loss of public housing units. However, there will be short-term changes in SHA's inventory as the
agency redevelops Yesler Terrace and repositions its scattered site housing stock. In addition, while maintaining (and when possible increasing)
the availability of public housing units is a primary goal for SHA, if funding continues to be insufficient the agency may have to seriously
contemplate whether a reduction in inventory may be required.
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Public Housing Condition

Public Housing Development

Average Inspection Score

See list of property and 2011 REAC Score 0

attached

Table 40 - Public Housing Condition

Condition of public housing units

Property 2011 REAC Score
BellTower 96
Cedarvale Village 81
Denny Terrace 94
High Paint 77
High Rise Phase 2 Limited Partnership 88
High Rise Phase 3 Limited Partnership 91
High Rise Phase 1 Limited Partnership 80
Holly Court 99
Jackson Park Village 69
leffersonTerrace 34
Lake City Village and Rainier Vista 95
Longfellow Creek and Roxhill Court 75
New Holly 81
Olive Ridge 83
Scattered Sites 87
Seatile SeniorHousing Program (SSHP) 76
Stone View Village 85
Stoneview Phase Il (AkiKurose) 99
Tri-Court 92
Westwood Heights 84
Wisteria Court 89
YeslerTerrace 74

SHA Property 2011 REAC Scores

Describe the restoration and revitalization needs of public housing units in the jurisdiction:

Many SHA buildings are aging, resulting in significant restoration and revitalization needs. SHA has
already begun work to redevelop Yesler Terrace, our oldest housing development, and continuing this

revitalization effort will be essential.

Consolidated Plan
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Federal underfunding has resulted in a backlog of capital projects, as well as making it challenging for
SHA to maintain operating funding for regular repairs and maintenance. While SHA has been successful
in leveraging other resources, including tax credits and bonds, the agency still faces a significant backlog.
In the short-term, capital needs in the scattered site portfolio total $1.8 million within the next year. In
the long-term, the majority of SHA’s public housing stock will hit the 50 year mark within the next ten
years and as a result will require major sewer and electrical work as part of its lifecycle, totaling $25 to
30 million. Twenty buildings will also need new roofs, at a cost of approximately $250,000 per roof.

Describe the public housing agency's strategy for improving the living environment of low-
and moderate-income families residing in public housing:

In addition to attention to the physical environment of SHA communities, the agency strives to support
personal and community aspects of its properties. Community builders contribute to this by working
with interested residents to form and sustain duly-elected resident councils and issue-specific work
groups to work with management on issues of common interest. In addition, most communities send
representatives to the Joint Policy Advisory Committee, with whom SHA regularly consults on major
policy issues. Residents are involved in planning for the use of HUD’s Resident Participation Funds.

Discussion:

SHA strives to maintain a safe and healthy living environment for its residents. However, underfunding
creates additional challenges in this arena.
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MA-30 Homeless Facilities and Services — 91.210(c)

Introduction

Seattle is responding to the needs of persons experiencing homelessness through a coordinated continuum of care and affordable housing.
Since 1981 when Seattle voters approved the first a series of local bond and levies to create affordable housing, Seattle has now funded over
10,000 affordable apartments for seniors, low- and moderate-wage workers, and formerly homeless individuals and families, plus provided
down-payment loans to more than 600 first-time homebuyers and rental assistance to more than 4,000 households.

The City of Seattle has contributed to the production of 3,312 affordable housing units through construction, preservation, and leasing of
housing units dedicated to homeless individuals and families since the community’s Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness was introduced in 2005
(see “Annual Production to Meet King Cty 10-Yr Plan End Homelessness Goals” attached to table below). More than half (57%) of these units
have been created for chronically homeless individuals.

Prevention, Intervention and Housing Placement & Stabilization: The City also contributes to homelessness prevention, intervention, housing
stabilization services, including investments in the operations of emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent housing support
services that to increase health, independence and stability.

A network of facilities in Seattle provides a total year-round capacity of approximately 2,223 emergency shelter beds. Additional shelter, with
varying capacity, is provided through emergency voucher programs targeted to assist families with children access individual, temporary shelter
units in hotel/motels. During the winter months (October through March), the capacity of the shelter system expands, adding more than 412
beds; additional capacity can be added when there are severe weather conditions. The inventory also includes 2,131 year-round, transitional
housing beds for families and individuals.

For a breakdown of Seattle's approach to funding emergency housing and shelter programs among populations see "Seattle's Existing Approach"
attached below the table.
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Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households

Emergency Shelter Beds

Transitional
Housing Beds

Permanent Supportive Housing

Beds

Year Round Beds
(Current & New)

Voucher /
Seasonal /
Overflow Beds

Current & New

Current & New

Under
Development

Households with Adult(s) and

Child(ren) 509 60 1,389 87 0
Households with Only Adults 1,706 352 720 1,940 310
Chronically Homeless Households 0 0 0 1,072 105
Veterans 65 0 190 318 55
Unaccompanied Youth 8 0 22 0 0

Data Source Comments:

Consolidated Plan
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See notes to Facilities & Hsg Targeted to Homeless HH below table.
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Annual Production to Meet King County 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness Goals
updated 2005 through December 31, 2012

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Cumulative Units. Units Units Units. Units Units Units Units.
c [ / (@ c (2 / (¢ c
0 Pipeline
10 Year
Plan King King King King King King King King King King
Target Seattle | County Seattle | County | | Seattle | County | | Seattle | County | |Seattle [ County | | Seattle | County | | Seattle | County | | Seattle | County | | Seattie | County | | Seattle | County
Capital Constr)
Chronic Homeless Individuals 2,000 0 55 o 135 0 18 o
Homeless Individuals 1,600 0 39 o 2 10
Homeless Families 875 S0 38 0 38 51 6 27
Homeless Youth/Young Adults 250 0 2 0 0 0 0 6
Total Capital Housing Production 50 134 o 205 51 34 3
Combined Seattie / King County Totals 4,725 sl Gl
Use of ng Housing
Chronic Homaless Individuals 500
Homeless Individuals 3.200
Homeless Families 1025
Homeless Youth/Young Adults 50

Please provide any corrections or additions to the Seattle Office of Housing by email to gov

| This report is compiled from housing and service funders participating in the King County Homeless Housing Funders Group, |

Note: Annual production numbers represent housing units that are actively funded. Housing units from past projects and programs that are no longer funded are not included.

Annual Prod to Meet KC 10-Yr Plan to End Homelessness
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Seattle’s Existing Approach

City of Seattle Shelter Investments

As part of intervention efforts, HSD invests more than $6.7 million annually from
local and federal funding sources in emergency housing and shelter programs.
Seattle has been investing resources to support shelters since the early 1980s.

Population Funded Beds Investment Investment

Single Adults 1,048 beds % 4,807,084

Families with Children 79 units 18% $ 1.215,736
: 5 beds for individuals

Survivors of Domestic Violence 21 family units 740% $ 508,000

Youth and Young Adults 33 beds 3.60% $ 243,902

1481 bedsunits || s 677472

While CEH was reviewing priority items, HSD began working on our homelessness investment plan.
Here's what we found. Over the past eight years: the Homeless population has changed & economic
recession/budget cuts have had severe impact on community and human services providers. Yet
services and service delivery systems have largely remained the same (excerpted from the April 2013
National Human Services Data Consortium presentation — author Sola Plumacher).

2013 - Seattle's Existing Approach to Emerg Hsg

Notes to Facilities & Hsg Targeted to Homeless HH table
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1. The Continuum of Care (CoC) Housing Inventory Chart (HIC) was used to complete Table 40-Facilities Targeted to Homeless Persons. The
City of Seattle is part of a countywide CoC which includes eight jurisdictions, including Seattle. The exact number of beds/units excludes a
number of programs operate scattered site transitional housing programs that operate in Seattle, primarily, but are part of countywide
geographical HIC coding. These countywide service programs are not included in the figures above, but are predominantly located within the
City of Seattle.

2. Within the city of Seattle, emergency shelter and transitional housing programs have the capacity to provide emergency and transitional
housing beds year-round to an estimated 4,354 persons each night. Table 40-Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households indicates
the maximum bed-capacity, however programs assisting families with children operate and provide individual “units” for households, based on
family size.

3. Permanent Supportive Housing Units represented in Table 40 includes only the projects and units that meet the strict definition of
“permanent supportive housing” for persons with disabilities. These figures are part of the CoC HIC that are reported to HUD as part of the
annual Continuum of Care application process. Seattle has developed a greater number of supportive housing and service enriched housing
programs for chronically homeless individuals. These “chronically homeless” units have adopted a broader definition that is used by HUD. The
number of units developed under our Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness is included as an attachment (“Annual Production to Meet King
County 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness Goals.”

4. Veterans: The total number of beds for persons in households without children includes the number of beds available for homeless
veterans. The number of beds dedicated to Veterans is a subset of the beds included in the total number of beds available for persons in
households without children.

Overview of Mainstream Support Services

Healthcare Services: Health protection, health promotion and health provision are among the primary functions of Public Health Seattle & King
County. The public health department hosts the Healthcare for the Homeless Network (HCHN), a program that provides “quality,
comprehensive health care for people experiencing homelessness in Seattle and King County and provides leadership to help change the
conditions that deprive our neighbors of home and health.” Programs are designed to link people into primary health care and help connect
them with other vital services, including behavioral health care treatment. HCHN teams operate at shelters, housing program sites, day center
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programs, and clinics. Street outreach teams are also meeting people where they are, building trusting relationships, reducing harm and helping
people identify their needs and make steps toward improving their health.

Behavioral Health (Mental Health, Chemical Addiction & Dependency Services): King County provides publicly funded mental health services to
low-income people in need. To qualify for mental health services, an individual must meet both financial and medical necessity criteria. Services
are provided by community-based mental health care providers, including a number of social and health service providers that offer specialized
programs for homeless individuals, families and youth.

Sobering, detoxification, outpatient treatment, and substance abuse prevention services are the responsibility of King County. The King County
Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment delivery system works in partnership with other departments within the county and the City of
Seattle, and the Washington State Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse (DASA) in planning and implementing publicly funded prevention and
treatment services. Some of the services provided are county operated programs; however most are provided through contracts with
community-based substance abuse prevention and treatment agencies. http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/MHSA.aspx

Employment Services: Seattle/King County Continuum of Care partner with the Workforce Development Council of Seattle-King County (WDC),
a nonprofit workforce “think tank” and grant-making organization whose mission is to support a strong economy and ensure the ability of each
person to achieve self-sufficiency.

The WDC’s Homeless Intervention Project (HIP) has served more than 5,000 homeless adults since 1995. HIP is a HUD-funded consortium of
service providers funded by the WDC. HIP is based on intensive case management and housing assistance for each individual, determined by
comprehensive assessment of needs, assets and barriers. In addition to occupational skills training, HIP includes assistance in basic skills
(reading, math etc.), life skills (e.g. maintaining a budget) and “soft skills” for work. HIP providers work closely with housing providers and others
serving the homeless to ensure comprehensive, non-duplicative services that efficiently use resources.
http://www.seakingwdc.org/workforce/homeless-jobseekers.html.

Homeless Strategy Description - Part 1

Homelessness Prevention program assistance includes:
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e Short-term financial assistance (rental assistance and utility assistance), case management, housing access and stabilization services to
prevent shelter entrance and promote housing retention

e Services that reestablish healthy connections between individuals and their families, including families of choice

e Legal representation, counseling and advocacy (including assistance to delay or dismiss eviction, in-court representation). Collaboration
with homelessness prevention agencies to provide financial assistance and stabilization services.

Homelessness Intervention Services include:

e Street Outreach Services: Engagement with people who are not currently connected to community resources outreach services focus
on specific populations and/or geographic areas in order to identify and connect people to services and/or housing. Services in Seattle
target special needs of chronically homeless, disabled individuals, particularly those with severe mental illness and chronic alcohol and
substance abuse disorders.

e Shelter, Transitional and Interim Housing: This includes: Overnight shelter and overnight shelter with enhanced services; Shelter with
24-hour accommodation & service, including shelter for families with children, and shelter for youth under 18 years old; Transitional
housing for individuals; families with children; and Transitional Living Programs (TLP) for homeless youth and young adults; and
Confidential shelter and transitional housing for victims of domestic violence.

e Day Services (Day Centers, Drop-in Centers, and Hygiene Centers): Facility-based/site-based services assisting individuals to increase
their daytime safety and security, meet their nutritional needs, and access services such as employment assistance, links to mainstream
benefits, and access health care and housing resources; and Facilities providing a safe place to meet basic hygiene needs.

e Food & Meal Programs: Meal Programs provide meals to low-income and homeless people to help meet minimum nutritional
requirements. The sites vary in size and hours of operation. Programs that service night and day shelters are open seven days per week.
Food Banks are service sites that provide food and other household supplies to low-income and homeless people. City of Seattle funds
17 food bank sites across Seattle.

Homeless Strategy Description - Part 2

Housing Placement, Stabilization & Support Services: financial assistance (e.g. rental assistance and/or utility deposits) services designed to
move a homeless household quickly into permanent, “non time-limited” housing. Housing focused services: Case management, housing
advocacy, search and placement services for short-term or ongoing support to households to stabilize, move into housing.
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Supportive services are provided on-site or co-located with housing or linked to service sites in the community. These services are delivered by
housing agencies, by mainstream service or arranged under collaborative agreements between the housing provider and a service provider.

e Mainstream services and resources to increase safety, stability and self-sufficiency, such as healthcare; substance abuse detox and
recovery treatment; mental health assessment and treatment; employment training, placement, and retention; housing placement;
child care and after-school programs (for programs serving families); legal assistance; removing barriers associated with past
felony/criminal conviction; credit counseling; life skills training.

e (Case management to connect people with mainstream services, community resources (e.g. churches, philanthropic groups,
neighborhood groups), and after-placement services for households entering housing. Services focus on preventing future recurrence of
homelessness.

e Financial empowerment: Information, education, planning, counseling and coaching to increase financial stability. These services may
include assistance with opening a bank account, preparing a budget, taking a class in money management, developing a plan to save
money, receiving one-on-one assistance from a debt/credit specialist, applying for public benefits.

e Child care and parenting support services: Consultation and support for child care, after-school and/or school programs; behavioral
health services for children to overcome trauma associated with becoming homeless; and parenting services to strengthen parent-child
attachment.

Permanent Supportive Housing and Service Enriched Housing Programs
Rental Assistance Programs (Shelter Plus Care, Rapid Re-housing, and Facility & Tenant Based Rental Assistance Programs)

e The City of Seattle has contributed to the production of 3,312 affordable housing units through construction, preservation, and leasing
of housing units dedicated to homeless individuals and families in the last eight years since the community’s Ten-Year Plan to End
Homelessness was introduced in 2005. More than half (57%) of these units have been created for chronically homeless individuals.

e Since 1981 when Seattle voters approved the first a series of local bond and levies to create affordable housing, Seattle has now funded
over 10,000 affordable apartments for seniors, low- and moderate-wage workers, and formerly homeless individuals and families, plus
provided down-payment loans to more than 600 first-time homebuyers and rental assistance to more than 4,000 households.
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Describe mainstream services, such as health, mental health, and employment services to the
extent those services are use to complement services targeted to homeless persons

Some of the mainstream supportive services available to homeless individuals and families in the Seattle
are described below. The demand for these services exceeds capacity and available resources. For
detail on a sampling of supportive services see "Overview of Mainstream Services" attached to table
above.

List and describe services and facilities that meet the needs of homeless persons, particularly
chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their
families, and unaccompanied youth. If the services and facilities are listed on screen SP-40
Institutional Delivery Structure or screen MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services,
describe how these facilities and services specifically address the needs of these populations.

The City of Seattle leverages and coordinates its resources to support community based agencies that
provide homelessness prevention, homelessness intervention services, and housing stabilization and
support services designed to help meet needs of homeless and formerly homeless individuals and
families (see detail in "Homeless Strategy Description" attached above.) For in-depth background and
analysis of Seattle's homeless strategies and planned investments see the Human Services Department's
Communities Supporting Safe and Stable Housing at
http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/documents/hsd_csssh_investment_plan_final_062712.pdf.
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MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services — 91.210(d)

Introduction

Seattle continues to work closely with other partners in the Continuum of Care (CoC) including King
County, S/KC Public Health, Seattle Housing Authority, United Way, the religious community and private
philanthropic agencies to develop multiple funding resources that target resources to vulnerable special
population groups. Seattle often “braids” funding with service partners to meet the needs of specific
populations. This section includes links to major reports and initiatives underway in Seattle and King
County, to address the need for facilities and services of specific populations identified here.

Seattle is closely monitoring anticipated changes with the implementation of the Affordable HealthCare
Act, and will explore potential to leverage services for homeless and special populations in conjunction
with supportive services that may come with HCA funding.

Information on special needs facilities and services targeted to specific population groups identified in
this section include: the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (including mental, physical, and
developmental), persons with alcohol or other chemical dependency, persons with HIV/AIDS and their
families, public housing residents, and youth and young adults.

HOPWA Assistance Baseline Table

Type of HOWA Assistance Number of Units Designated or Available for People with
HIV/AIDS and their families

TBRA 33

PH in facilities 74

STRMU 97

ST or TH facilities 23

PH placement 81

Table 42— HOPWA Assistance Baseline

Data Source: HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
106

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



HOPWA - Three-Year Anticipated Service by Type of Assistance*
2013 2014 2015
Outputs Funding Qutputs Funding Qutputs Funding
Housing Subsidy Assistance
30 2 22
56 69 83
] 6 g 0 g
= 10 17,800 10 7 18
TOTAL 116 895,170 130 729,485 146 586,040
Housing Development
0 6 8 300,000 0 a
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 8] 8 300,000 0 a
Supportive Services*
S ith HOPWA-Funded Housing 96 96 96
SErvices 212 324542 236 169 252 433,555
TOTAL 308 412,547 332 481,574 348 521,960
Housing Information Services
v 0 o 10 50,000 20
C 10 )} 20 J
Total 0 ¢} 20 100,000 40 200,000
Grant Administration 0 94,133 8 95,067 0 98,000
Total 0 54,133 0 96,067 (1] 98,000
TOTAL 1,406,250 1,407,126 1,406,000
*Funding estimates only — subject to change.

HOPWA - 3-Year Anticipated Services by Type of Assistance

Including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental),
persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families,
public housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify, and describe
their supportive housing needs

People Living with HIV/AIDS

People living with HIV/AIDS represent a range of needs. Recent planning work points to an increasing
proportion of clients in the medical case management system with a number of barriers to accessing
and retaining housing including homelessness, mental illness, chemical addiction, criminal history, past
evictions, and poor credit.

Housing goals in the next year are aimed at shifting resources to best address individual client needs to
support successful housing placement as well as increased emphasis on maintaining that housing.
Supportive housing needs will be addressed in a number of ways, including:
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e Housing with 24/7 front desk coverage

e On-site case management in permanent housing with individually tailored housing plans

e Services-enriched transitional housing emphasizing the development of life skills and access to
mental health and chemical dependency treatment when called for.

e Development of a mobile team which will include expertise in mental health and chemical
dependency. This service will be available for people living in permanent housing and will
facilitate leverageing more affordable units for higher need people with HIV/AIDS

e Use of peers in the delivery of supportive services

For more detail on the supportive housing needs of other populations called out; please link to the full
strategic plans listed below:

Elderly: see 2012-2015 Area Plan on Aging New Partners for New Times
People with disabilities: see Overview of City of Seattle Investments in Public Health Services

Public Housing residents: see Bold Plans in the Face of Uncertainty - 2011 to 2015 Strategic Plan -
Seattle Housing Authority

Immigrants & Refugees: see Immigrant and Refugee Initiative Action Plan

Survivors of Domestic Violence: see the City’s Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention
website

Persons with substance abuse addictions: see the City's Public Health Initiatives and Funding website

Youth & Young Adult: see a new Comprehensive Plan to End Youth and Young Adult Homelessness in
King County by 2020 is in final draft and anticipated to be completed early in the fall of 2013
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MA - 35: Continuum of Care (CoC) Discharge (the following excerpted from City of Seattle
2012 CoC application materials)
The City of Seattle, through the |=-King County Corti of Care, letec cetailes
dizcharga planning for individuals coming from the mental health, health care. foster care
and corrections systems. Plezse see the summary of this planning attached above as
"Discharge Plans’.

Mental Health

Describe the effortsthat the CoC has taken to 2nsure that persons are not routinely dischargedinto
homelessness

The CoC has farmal dischargs protocolsto snsure that parso not rautinaly discharzed into
homelzssness, The protocols sre implemantad by CoCmember orzznizations and l=d by Kinz County
Nentsl Hezith Chemical Abuse & Dependency Services (MHCADS) with 2 written szreemant with
stern Stats Hosp (WSH). Thars [s2 weskly bed opening/case conferance czll 2monzst MHCADS,
stern State, locs! hospitals and mental hesith providers regarding housing 2nd
patiznts rezdy to xit. Three WSH discharze lizisons (and 2 separate
dischargs planning) connect cljentsto post relzase trestment, incom

pportsand housing.

identify the / iesthat are
that persans being discharged from a system of care are not y di inta
Xing County Mental Heaith Chamics! Abuse & Depandency Services {MHCADS) is tha Ie2d enti
chargs of Mental Health Services nd ansurinz that parsons baing discharged from 2 manta!l hezith
institution are not routinaly discharged into N‘HC-\DS contracts with sgencl: ars
ponsible forimplementation. The agenciesinciude: G ychiatric Clinic, C ity House
Ments! Health, Downtown Emargency Services Center{DESC), Navos, Sound Mental Heaith, Vallay Cities
Counsalingand Consultation, Harborview Medical Canter, 2nd Fairfax,

for ensuring

indicate where g0 upon discharge other than HUD McKinney-Vento
funded programs
King County MHCADSD and partner azencizshave d = numberof g resourcesfor persons
exiting institutions. Resourcainclude PACT Taams with sccessto 280 rental subsidies for adultson

discharzs or idantified 25 hizh system utilizers; Intensiva Czs2 Manzgement provide riched
narged from Wastarn State Hospital; Standzrd Supportive Housing Program
ns 170 permanznt nousing units with daly servisesfor llentsdisenarzed from WSH 2nd o
psych and residenti 22 service anriched units for oldar zdults. An
Sdtitions! 130 clients an b sssised with rental sssistance through the FISH {Foransic Intensive
Supportive Housing) & FACT (Forensic Assertive Community Treatment} Programs for mentally ifl
discharzed or divartad from j2il, mentsl hezith 2nd drug courts. MHCAD: 15317

home beds. All of thisis non-WicKinney funded.

Discharge Plan - Part 1

Describe the effortsthat the CoC has taken to ensure that persons are nat routinely discharged into
homelessness

Tne CoC has 2 formal written zgreemant/protocol with the Stats of Washington [DSHS) to ensurs
youth/young sdults exiting foster care sre not discharzed Into homalessnass. The protocol cutiines
dedicsted srvices and stipulstes the rote/responsibilities/ expectations of 2l parties. Tne YNMCA
implementsthe protocolthrough  ane-stop resource/referral centar for housing, employment,
=ducationznd | 2522 15-21 szinz outfoster cars in
thisCoC. Itp support and usesthe Education &Training
Voucher Program ,Chafes fundsand uthernon McKinnay funded programsto sssist ¥/A successfully exit
foster care with long t=rm housing in place. In 2ddition to 22 units of permanent housing fund=d by the
Stats Independent Youth Housing Program, the YNICA 2iz0 hs 22 HUD Family Unification Program
vouchersand 114 other housing units accessible to foster youtn. The YMCAwill be partnaring more
closaly with the state in 2013 to set sids zdditionzl unitsof housing units spacificaily for fosteryouth.

=xf ;n'u.J

identifythe i i are forensuring
that persons being dischargad from a system of care are not routinely discharged into homelessness
The YWICA warks with = Trensition Colisborative, ofkey on
inationon behalfof ¥/Aleaving foster care. Orgsnizations includs
, Youthcare, Cassy Family Programs, DSHS, and the Callege Success
ither o ed or within biocks of the YMCA resource canter.

nd izing coo
the Mockingbird Sociaty, Treehou
. These or i e

icate where i upon discharge than HUD

funded programs

Amix of housing options is availsble, Including cluster housing with support staffand scatteréd site
nousing, Individuals may be placed into 2ny one of the nearly 200 units of housing provided by the
YMICA nane ofwhich zre funded by HUD MeKinney Vanto. The stakehalders in the Transition
Colizborative workto maximize these housing opportunitissan behaifof thess youth to ke=p them out
ofhomalessness.

Corrections

Dascribe the efforts that the CoC has taken to ensure that persons are not routinely discharged into
homelessness
Written CoC protocols ensurs persons sr= not routinzly discharged from jzils/prizon to the strast. The
Cal’sCriminal Justice i l)is through written M 3 of Ags
King County Adult & Juvenile Detantion and 11 munidpalities. C| aiso has partnership a:reem=m.\ ith
Sver 30 3zanciesto imelzment j3il transition using non-licKinnay resourcas. harze
plannerstargst resourcesto mantal ilness/s disorders involved with drug/
mentzl hezith court 2nd =i/ ctions. Pi =nsure critical o post relzass cars,
Income supports and housing. Bridge Progremswith re-entry Case management connact personswith
basad = s/trznsitionzl m:wn d ized Offender Based Traatment Programs
pravids “housinz-first” 2nd permanent suppartive housing. Services 3re coordinstadto reducs/oravant
mare scuts liness, nigh-risk behaviors, incarcaration snd sther amergancy madicsl or crisis responses
znd offerindividusiz 2 better chance for returningto their

Al rejesze

Indicate vihere g0 upon discharga are responsible for ensuring that
persons being discharged from a system of care are not routinely discharged into homelessness

Discharge Plan - Part 2
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Health Care

Describe the effortsthat tha CoC has taken to ensure that persons are not routinely discharged into
homelessness

Tha CoC =doptad 2 written sgraemant betwazn Harborvizw Medical Cantar (HMC) our public/traums
nhospital & Public Heaith - Seattle & King County's Heaith Care for the Homeless Natworkto pravent
sost-nospital dischargs to nomslessnzss. The partnarship 2xpandad countywiden 2012 2dding 7 Ki
County partnar hospitais. By 2reement, hospital discharge plnnars cefer aligible homalessciients
directly to The Edward Thomas Houss (ETH) Medical Respite prozram. ETH Medicsl Respits meets post-
nospital recuperative care needsfor homeless persons while reducing sublic costs associated with
fraquant hospital use: Asa parson bacomes stable for hospital dischargs, partner hosgitaiswork
through = structurad, documentad refarral process with the ETH Resy coordinator. Tha ETH
coardinstor scraens referralsto 2ssure that incoming resoite clisnts meat the 2ligibility crtenz and are
2oproprizts for tha services provided in tha orogram

identify the i i are for ensuring
that persons being dischargad from a systam of care are not routinely di into
Harborview Madicai Canter 2nd 7 partner hospitals King County toensure

persons are not discharged from thase systems of care into homelessnass. The ETH Medical Respite
program waz made possiole through = partnarsnip with Sesttis Housing Autnority to lesss spacs forthe
program 2t Jefferson Terrace. One fioor was remedaled -33 tot: 5in 16 rooms. Partners used non-
McKinney sourcesto increzse bads, 2dd clinical capacity, 2nd creata 2dditios
2nd housing, While the community support that Isunchad the program is notsbls, resp
reimbursed category of service under Medicaid or Medicare, and 2 divarse funding mixiscritical

where i upon discharge other than HUD McKinney-Vento
funded programs.

IFRespits does not hzve bed space 2valizbla that day the raferrs! screenar will work with hospitslsts
hold the cilent for 2n extra day ortwo until 2 Respite bad bac s ble. The referral

2ls0 works with nospitals to determine fanotherservice ismers spproprizta. (fthe client dozznot nesd
20 =cuts levsl of care, but requirs 2 olece to rest/hesl, the coordinator 2ssesses availzaility of non-HUD
funded sheiter/housinzprosramzwhers the clisntczn recavar. Additicnally, Insome cases non—HUD
fundad nursing nomes 2re 2n optian for temparary housing when raspits orsnsiteriz unavailzcis. The
orogram works very closely with patientsta z=t them inta nousing. Staff connects them with case
mznagement to help nesotiste the differant systems sfter discharge. SPC vouchars, muitiple Units of
lenztarm shaiter/transitions] housing, set-ssides in permanent supportive housing, =nd Project Based
Section § Certificates crests post nospital discharge nousing options.

Foster Care

Isthe discharge policyin place "State” mandated policy or "CoC” adopted policy?
State Mandstad Policy

Youth exiting from fostar care are mandated to have 2 discharze pizn. In Seattiz Kinz County, thiz planis
crastzd by the youth, the YMCA, 2nd DSHS 2lang with 2ny stherstakeholdersthe youth wishasto
=ng2ge to =nsurs that youth are not discharged to homelessnass.

i Isimplemented through written emorandum of Agresmentz with King County Adult & Juvenile
Detentionand 11 municipalities snd CJl has partnership ssreements with mors than 20 sgencizsto
implement the jzil transition plan using non-McKinnay resources. Programs targst 2duits with mental
Hlinezzor co-nccurring men sith/zubstance use disorders involvad with drug/mantsl hazith count
3nd jail/corractions, working with King County District Court Mantal Heaith Court {MHC), the Seattie
Municipal MHC, City of Auburn MHC, county/municipal jails. Other Cil partnersinclude WDVA[WA
State Deot of Vetarzn Affsirs), J21| Hezlth Servicesfor incustody case mznzgement, plzcemant in skillzd
nursing/hospice care, 2nd referrs) to substance use dizorder ssrvices; the Offender Re-2ntry Community
Saefety Program and the Forensic Integrated Reantry Support & Treatment for offenders released from
state prizon; =nd WA State DSHSfor food stamps, CD trestmant, & Medicaid

Specificallyindicate where persons routinely go upon discharge other than HUD McKinney-Vento
funded programs

King County's Criminat Justice Initistive (CJ|) has partnership ssreemants with more than 30 sgenciesto

jail transiti ing 2r2 natfunded with McKinney rasources: Individuais

may be piaced Into ane of 133 parmanent housing unitsor 150 transitional housing unitsin programs
operated by = iGm of vice asC ity Psychistric Clinic, Sound
Mental Health, Pianeer Human Services, DESC, YWCA, snd LIHI. An2dditions] 220 clients can be assistad
with rental sssistance housing vouchersthrough the FACT (Forensic Assertive Community Trastment)

housing with support staff on-sit
zlsc provided whan nzeded.
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Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health
institutions receive appropriate supportive housing

The City of Seattle, through the Seattle-King County Continuum of Care, completed detailed discharge
planning for individuals coming from the mental health, health care, foster care and corrections
systems. Please see the summary of this planning attached above as "Discharge Plans" Parts 1 and 2.

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to address
the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with
respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs. Link to one-year
goals. 91.315(e)

People Living with HIV/AIDS

The Seattle Human Services Department recently completed the 213-2016 HOPWA Investment Plan.
Significant community engagement needs assessment data, and best practices provided the basis for the
plan. The two main priorities of the plan are to improve housing access and retention for low income
people with HIV/AIDS and significantly expand permanent affordable housing with and without
supportive services. The priorities require shifts in funding over the next several years to achieve the
priorities. The main activities to be funded through the HOPWA program include:

1. Create alead agency to coordinate the implementation of a housing continuum that
streamlines assessment, intake, and lease up process. The lead agency will provide initial
screening, triage, and follow up for housing needs, offer short term rent, mortgage and utility
assistance to prevent homelessness, negotiate and manage memoranda of agreement with
participating landlords and nonprofit housing organizations, provide supportive services in
housing, and manage rental subsidy programs.

2. Create navigator services for refugee and immigrant populations who need housing and
supports. Fund a pilot project testing the use of community based agencies which will assist
people with HIV/AIDS to secure needed housing through the lead agency.

3. Increase the use of project based rental assistance to secure additional permanent housing units
for people with HIV/AIDS.

4. Participate in joint funding opportunities in King County to better leverage HOPWA dollars and
crate additional units in nonprofit housing projects.

The Three Year Service by Type of Assistance table attached above shows changes in funding and goals
for outputs for each year from 2013 to 2015. These changes support the priorities in the HOPWA
Investment Plan
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For entitlement/consortia grantees: Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to
undertake during the next year to address the housing and supportive services needs
identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with respect to persons who are not homeless but
have other special needs. Link to one-year goals. (91.220(2))

See AP-20 and AP-35 For Annual goals and Projects description linked to anticipated allocations.
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MA-40 Barriers to Affordable Housing — 91.210(e)

Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and Residential Investment

Background

With passage of the Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing Act in 1990, Congress recognized
the importance of public policies and processes to the supply of affordable housing. Section 105(b)(4)
requires state and local governments to explain as part of their Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy (CHAS)—now an element of the Consolidated Plan— whether a proposed public policy affects
housing affordability and describe the jurisdiction’s strategy to remove or ameliorate negative effects, if
any, of such policies (see 24 CFR 91.210(e) and 24 CFR 91.310(d)).

An Advisory Commission headed by HUD Secretary Jack Kemp released a report in 1991 called Not in My
Backyard: Removing Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing. That report estimated that certain
policies and procedures directly increase construction or rehabilitation costs by up to 35 percent.
According to the George W. Bush Administration, numerous academic studies have confirmed this
finding. In addition to direct cost impacts, many policies and processes further exacerbate the problem
by constraining overall housing supply with a general deleterious impact upon overall housing
affordability. A 35 percent reduction in development costs would allow millions of American families to
buy or rent housing that they currently cannot afford.

Congress, in Title XIl of the 1992 Housing and Community Development Act, reiterated its interest in this
important subject by authorizing grants for regulatory barrier removal and established a Regulatory
Barriers Clearinghouse. In the American Homeownership Act of 2000, Congress reauthorized the
Clearinghouse and simplified procedures for a barrier removal grant program. In June 2003, HUD
announced “America’s Affordable Communities Initiative: Bringing Homes within Reach through
Regulatory Reform.” This department-wide initiative worked with state and local governments to
address regulatory barriers as well as address how HUD’s own regulations may present barriers to
affordable housing.

Since that time, there has been continued recognition that unnecessary, duplicative, excessive or
discriminatory public processes often significantly increase the cost of housing development and
rehabilitation. Often referred to as “regulatory barriers to affordable housing,” many public statutes,
ordinances, regulatory requirements, or processes and procedures significantly impede the
development or availability of affordable housing without providing a commensurate or demonstrable
health or safety benefit. ““Affordable housing” is decent quality housing that low-, moderate-, and
middle-income families can afford to buy or rent without spending more than 30 percent of their
income. Spending more than 30 percent of income on shelter may require families to sacrifice other
necessities of life. (See Part 2 & 3 narrative continued attached below. Also note the cross reference to
SP-55 where only the first part of this narrative appears automatically.)
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MA-30Part 2

Agdressing these barriers to housing af ility is a necessary of any overall
national housing policy. However, agdressing such barriers must be viewed asa complement,
nota substitute for other efforts to meet affordable housing needs. For many families, federal,
stateand iocal subsidgies are funcamental tools for meeting these affordable housing needs: In
many instances, however, other sometimes well-intentioned public policies work atcross-
purposes with subsidy programs by imposing significant constraints. From exclusionary zoning
that keeps out affordable housing, especially multifamily housing, to other regulations and
reguiremeants that unnacessarily raise the costs of construction, the need to address thisissue
is clear. Forexample, affordable isoften constrained by ged building codes
thatreguire excessive renovation. Barrier removal will not only make it easier to find ang get
approval for affordable housing sites but itwill alsoallow available subsidies to go further in
meeting these needs. For housing for moderate-income families, barrier removal can be the
mostessential component of meeting housing needs.

Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and

Barriers to affordable housing can include land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth fimitations, anc policies affecting the
return on resigential investment. A number of potential regulatory barriers for Seattle,
Washingron are igentifie in HUD's Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse database. All of these ar
listed below, absent any assessment of validity due to lack of resources to enable meaningful
gualitative and guantitative analysis. The City of Seattle, however, does outline inthe Strategic
Plan section how itis adgressing regulatory barriers to affordable housirg.

o City of Sesttis Backyard Cottazs Ordinznce There isimplicit recognition that rastrictive zoning
regulations can decrazss the 2ffordzble housing supply
* ProosrtyTax i-family Housing It iz impliad that cost 2nd rezuistions ars

to the rad; of
isimplizd that the developmantof affordable housing is discouraged by tha difficulty

suildings that could be developed s affordable

Wandsatory Inciusionary Zoning ordinances run the
the dsvelopment of housing.

Tls srticie statasthat Seattiz nousing
priceshav cantly increased due to lengthy sdministrative review processes. Thisarticle
ststesthst Sesttis housing oric izl i

=d dus to length

raview processas

iting from i ition. Thisarticle hat Seattizh
orices have signifizantly incrazsed dusto excessive impact faes. This article statesthat Sesttle
housing prices nave significant!
restrictions, Thiz article states tnat Seattie nousing prices have significantly increzsad dusto
\znd-uzs rezulztions

increased dus ta land-use ragulstions, such sz growth

The Housins Toolkit: Housing Tools and Idessfor Local Jurisdictions (Note: programs of other
Ji i B 3 nation wers i int port 2nd the following statements may
not 2pply to Saattle) Thare P that lengthy i procedures can

2= the of housing, Veluntary inclusionary zoning programs
without may not sffordzble housing,

ut Cars Aim to Promol

Lut Costs Many jurizdictionsenforce
the cast of housing.\

minimum parking requiraments, which can increz

1 Council Bill No, 115524 Seattle, Washington adoptad oning changesta stimulate the
for zffordable housinginclude

of 20l= housingin 5
incrassed naight, density, and fioor-to-area ratios.

Top Ten State and Locsl Strateziesto Incresss Affordabie Ho: g Sug

{Note: programs of
stherjurisdictionswere included in port znd the z may not zpplyto

Seattis) Thara isimplidit recognition that 2 long 2pproval procass could have 2 negative impact
on affordzble nousing d

Thersisimpiicit thatimpact faescould nave 2
it recognition that loca)

do not have compranansive plzns to support sffordabiz housing.

negstive impact on sffordzale housing devalopment. Thareisimpl

=rSkyscrapersenthe Horlzon Seattie's plansta require developersto pay 2n affordatle
housing fae will result in lass sffordzbls housing.

Broadening Urtan

to Leversee Transit (BUILT) in Cincinnati|Note: Seattle, WA was

2lso included In thisreport) Thare fsimpiict recognition that lengthy planning 2caroval

{TODs). There is

processes may profong the devslopment aftras iznted de

imigticit jon thet gantrification czn hinder thed re

sffordztlz housing

Sitine Gr:

frastructurs: Leesl and Policy Soluticns to Alleviste Urban Povarty end Promots
Hezlthy Communitiss Thar:

nezatively Imosct housing =ffordzbility, The zuthorstatasthst bensficizisraen infrastructursin

implicit recognition that costs for sustainable utility controlscan

poorurbzn zrezs will most likely not occur ifthare zre no green infrastructure requirementsin
piace. The zuthorstatesthatintroducing sreeninfrastructurs could imoroveths quaiity of fife

forthe urban poor and facilitate sustainabis communities.

MA-40 Barriers Part 2
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MA-40 Part 3

*  Sustsins isimplict

& Newiark [Note: Seatt!

&, WA wassiso includedin this regort) Tha:

thatincory i ctices canbe ricted by existing codesand
standzrds. Thare

implicit recognition that imprecise housing design and construction

standardsor requiremants can hi

sr housing revitalk sfforts. There isimplicit recognition
that producing sffordzbie housing with susteinability principles may be costly, cresting =
disincantivefor developers: The isck of = strong 1and use and devalopmeantstructurs can inhibit

=city's20ility to o inate the of:

oojectives, sccordingtotne
Regional Plan Association.
® Zoninsths ‘Enemy' of Affordabie Home:s Thers isimplicit it nat lengthy

rayizws czn siow sffordzsis housing production Thersisimplict recognition thatresidents do
not support mixed-uss

that d:
[ implicit recognition that tax policies do not support =ffordatle housing development. This

d= that promates sffordzble housing. Thersisimplicit

fezcan ninder 2ffordzbie nousing devalopment. Tners

article statestnat Seattle city officizis are reluctant to increzse densities in single-family
izhbarhoods to promot: dztle housing
® Incentive Zoningin Seattis: E Livability 20d Houtlng Affordzbiiity Thereisimplicit

ition that restrictive zoning codes czn le2d to 2 12ck of sffordztle nousing.

o lsimorove Sesttle’sHo
can decrezsa the affordzble housing sussaly.

® Housing: Don't Ssll the City Short Thersisimp
incrazzs tha supply of sffordznis housing.

® Affordzole Housi
codesmay limit the sffordzble housinz zupsly.

£ Cnoices There isimplicit recognition that strictzoning codes

recognition that zoning policies may not

that rastrictis building

Vay Coms Factarn BuiltThas isimplicit

itionthat znd use

® ExploringStrateziasto Sciva Housing Crunch Theraizimp!

raguistions may limitths ilzol= for d in Seatte, Thareiz
implicit racognition that tax policies may not sncourage maintsining the supply of sffordatle
housing. Thers isimplicit racognition that zoning regulstions may not encourage the.
development of sffordzble housing.

® Msyor Shelyes Plsn for New Parks Open space adh inSeattle, Washington wers

concernzd that excessive imoact fess for park space would discourags the developmantof

sffordzbls housing. Thars Isimplicit recognition thataxcassiva aning raquiremantsn

downtown Seattle, Washington may discourage the development of sffordsbiz housing.

* Aversee Sasttls Worker Can't Afford to Live Here Thers Isimplicitracognition that tax policies

do not encoursge the development of ffordable housing. Thers s implicit recognition that

zoning may 2ge the of & housing.

Vizyor Signs Historic Bill for Livable, Affordable Center City Thera isimpiict recognition that

notancourage snough davelopmentof affordzble nousing
rdinznces do ot encourage

=attle's existing legislation do

downtown. Th

= Isimplicitracoznition that lznd use 2nd

the development of affardables housing.

MA-40 Barriers Part 3
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Developing New Usesforl to-Ne-Mzrket Brownfisids: the Affordsbie Housing SolutionThers

isimplicit recognition that affordable housing in the Southeast isinsufficient.

Accessory Dwellinz Unit PecketThere wasimplicit: that ownersdid not

know how to creste sccessory dwelling units

City of Sesttle
notprovide i fordeveiopmant of nousing

d Use Code [Titie 231 There isimpiict recognition that the 2oning code does
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets — 91.215 (f)

Introduction

What is now recognized as the “Great Recession” has had the greatest impact to Seattle’s economy in recent times. While most economists

agree that the Great Recession ended nationally June 2009, during the recession Seattle lost 35,000 jobs and widening the income gap.[1] For

Washington State and the Seattle metropolitan area, the effects of the recession lagged the nation as a whole, and have since seen an equally

long recovery. Unemployment was at its worst in the Seattle Metro area October 2009-January 2010 when it was 9.7%. As of January 2013,

unemployment has improved to 6.3%. (Source: Employment Security Department/LMEA; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area

Unemployment Statistics) Since the beginning of 2010, we’ve seen recovery and added 23,600 jobs since end of 2009. The labor market has
improved with the US Bureau of Labor Statistics noting that Seattle was fourth in the US for job growth in 2012.

Nearly one in five jobs in Seattle are in the education and health care services sector (19%) followed by arts, entertainment and

accommodations (14%) and professional, scientific, and managerial (13%). Over one third of those individuals without a high school diploma or

holding only a high school diploma or GED are either not in the workforce or are unemployed. The unemployment rate drops to 20% percent for

those holding a BA or higher degree. The statistics are limited in that they do not account for age (retired), nor are they filtered by race and

ethnicity. Those with a BA or higher degree earn a median income twice that of high school graduates only. Workforce development needs to

concentrate on those populations most prone to not advancing beyond high school.

Economic Development Market Analysis

Business Activity

Business by Sector Number of Number of Jobs Share of Workers Share of Jobs Jobs less workers
Workers % % %
Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction 1,242 450 0 0 0
Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations 37,934 35,305 11 14 3
Construction 15,928 10,005 5 4 -1
Education and Health Care Services 79,377 48,397 23 19 -4
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 24,680 25,237 7 10 3
Information 15,388 9,205 4 4 0
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Business by Sector Number of Number of Jobs Share of Workers Share of Jobs Jobs less workers
Workers % % %
Manufacturing 26,529 12,441 5 -3
Other Services 18,106 17,474 7 2
Professional, Scientific, Management Services 60,078 33,519 17 13 -4
Public Administration 12,070 16,207 3 6 3
Retail Trade 33,565 27,926 10 11 1
Transportation and Warehousing 13,197 5,977 4 2 -2
Wholesale Trade 9,468 9,803 3 4 1
Total 347,562 251,946 -- -- --

Table 43 - Business Activity

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS (Workers), 2010 ESRI Business Analyst Package (Jobs)
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Labor Force

Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force 369,375

Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over 347,562

Unemployment Rate 5.91

Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24 24.67

Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65 4.07

Table 44 - Labor Force
Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

OED's focusis on helping low-income and low-ckilled Seattle working age adults complete a professional |ncressing access to capital for small Businesses has been a critical component of the City's ongoing

or technical training program that leads to employment with benefits and opportunities for career efforts to foster job creation and economic growth. Community Development Block Grant funding plays
ncement. This preserves the most impactful intervention to address social and economicinequityin animportant role as a source of capital for lending. OED partners with Community Development

ell documented that the single greatest determinant of socio- Financial Institutions, as they have the infrastructure and expe 6 underwrite otherwise unbankable

yond high transactions and provide the necessary support to entrepreneurs to ensure their success.
ng.s majority of these at

the 2-year level. Yet the fastest growing demographic are most challenged by traditionsl educationand Neighborhaod Revitalization

training pathways. The City of Seattle has over 133,000 working-age residents who are living in

households at less than 200% of federal poverty level. The majority of these individuals, many of whorn Seattle’s third COBG funded economic developmentstrategy is neighborhood revitalization. A

are slso working, have less than an Associate degree. neighborhood based approach s important because neighborhood business districts are the places

where small businesses thrive, communities engage, and jobs are created. Successful small businesses

Together, the zrowing underclass of adults unprepared for successin the workplace 3nd the constant sre the key to creatingand preservingvibrant, safe, sustsinable districts and businesses are most
demand for more highly skilled workers necessitates more urgentand comprehensive reformstothe successful when they are located in neighborhoods with an active streetlife and heslthy sense of
way government, employers, and educational partners work together to ensure Seattle has the community
workforce to compete in the global economy. Mayor McGinn initisted such & response in 2012 by
Iaunching the Pathways to Careersinitistive, which is described below in Question #5 in more detail. The City's Office of Economic Developmentinvests in neighborhood business districts with two goals:

o Allowsmall businessesto grow and flourish, making a positive contribution to the city's economic
Smoll Business Development ond Finoncing heslth, and

* Reflectthe unique character of the neighborhoodswhere they are located and contribute to their
The second COBG funded strategy usedin Seattle to promote economic developmentis small business vitality
developmentand financing. In an article by the FDIC, it was noted that, ‘microenterprise developmentis
an effective strategy to help Low/Moderate income, underserved, or otherwise disadvantaged This initi; , called Only in Seattle, is based on proven methodologies for creating vibrant business
entrepreneurscreate or expand small businesses that have significant positive effects on the owner's districts. There are 3 set of core building blocks that are the critical components of any successful
financial well-being and the community at large * Micro and small businesses provide job creation, district Business districts benefit most from comprehensive approaches that work simultaneously to

innovation, and wealth creation oppartunities and are an important aspect of the economic fabric of our build the following strategy areas:

city. Self-employment provides a pathway out of poverty by giving low-income entrepreneurs the

meansto build assets, generate income and create jobs. Supporting entrepreneurs with appropriate »  Business Organization - Neighborhood organizations, residents, property ownersand business

technical supportand training as well as accessto capitsl is 5 critical part of ensuringtheir growth. The owners collaborate and work together toward a commen vision for the neighborhood

City of Seattle utilizes COBG funding to support technical assistance and lending that engage immigrant

and low-income business owners as 3 way to ensure shared prosperity * Business and Retail Development - Businesses prosper because they are organized, supported by
the community and they receive the assistance they need to strengthen and grow their business.

The City works with several community-based organizations to assist with the developmentand capacity New businesses move into the district that complement and improve the business mix.

building of small businesses through entrepreneur training, counseling and by providing access to credit.

These organizations provide support the developmentof micro-enterprises across Seattle, with a special o Safetyand Cleanliness < The:districtisclean:and customersfeel safe-and welcome:

emphasis on lov-income communities and entrepreneurs
Ina reportreleasedin 2012 by the Partnership for a New Americait was noted that immigrants are
twice as likely as native born Americans to start a small business* Although true, immigrant business

oumers have special barriersto addressin accessing the myriad business services available and benafit

¢ Marketing and Promotion - The district has 3 positive, consistent ima,
customersto visit i.

that helps draw more

greatly from culturally appropriate and linguistically sccessible entrepreneurial training and business "
developmentsupport. OED has worked with community based organizations to design curriculum that

istsilored to overcome these barriers. This program, funded with COBG, has served nearly 100

immigrant entrepreneurs annuslly, who would otherwise not have access to entrepreneurial training.

ppe: and — the retail and pedestrian environmentare attractive,
invitingand easily accessible by multiple modes of transportation. Catalyst resl estate projects
rehabilitate or replace vacant or underutilized spaces, generating a sense of forward momentum
and improvement in the district

About 603 of the funding for the Only in Szattle program s targeted to low-income communities and
No1,2011 utilizes COBG. The remaining balance comes from the City's General Fund.

Z Microentemrise Dev:
heto://www f5ic gov/bank/analvtical /ousrterly
£ Open for business: How immigrants are driving
New American Economy. August 2012, hito

lopmert: A Primer, FCIC Quarterly, Val §,
2011 volS 1/FDIC VolSNol Aricle 1.pof

small business creationin the unitedstates. The Partnershipfora
w.renewoureconom forbusiness odf

Workforce and Infrastructure Continued

Occupations by Sector Number of People

Management, business and financial 181,746

Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations 627

Service 51,922

Sales and office 73,642

Construction, extraction, maintenance and
repair 16,314

Production, transportation and material moving 23,311

Table 45 — Occupations by Sector
Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data
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Major Occupational Categories Projected to Add New Employment, 2011-2021

Major occupational groups as share of total new jobs

Business &
Financial
Operations, _——
10.6%

Healthcare
Practicioners &
Technical,9.3%

Computer & ——
Mathematical
Science, 8.6%

Office & Admin
Support, 7.9%

7.6%

FoodPrep &
Service Related,

Restaurants,

Management,

Source: EMS| Complete Employment — 2011.2, TIP Strategies.

2011-2021 Occupations Expected to Add to Employment

Travel Time

Travel Time Number Percentage

< 30 Minutes 205,932 64%
30-59 Minutes 98,168 31%
60 or More Minutes 16,665 5%
Total 320,765 100%

Table 46 - Travel Time
Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

Education:

Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older)

Educational Attainment In Labor Force
Civilian Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
Less than high school graduate 14,568 1,223 7,972
High school graduate (includes
equivalency) 28,160 2,839 10,311
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
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Educational Attainment In Labor Force

Civilian Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
Some college or Associate's degree 71,170 4,129 16,554
Bachelor's degree or higher 181,969 6,935 25,440

Table 47 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status
Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data
Educational Attainment by Age
Age
18-24 yrs 25-34 yrs 35-44 yrs 45-65 yrs 65+ yrs

Less than 9th grade 1,173 2,102 2,400 5,592 5,815
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 4,491 4,431 3,097 6,141 5,036
High school graduate, GED, or
alternative 12,737 12,230 10,233 18,896 16,509
Some college, no degree 28,673 21,712 14,010 28,926 13,031
Associate's degree 4,241 9,954 7,288 10,374 2,133
Bachelor's degree 13,353 54,868 35,430 41,899 12,852
Graduate or professional degree 598 23,822 23,412 35,232 10,156

Table 48 - Educational Attainment by Age

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data

Educational Attainment — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Educational Attainment

Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Less than high school graduate 19,803
High school graduate (includes equivalency) 26,690
Some college or Associate's degree 34,403
Bachelor's degree 48,509
Graduate or professional degree 59,906

Table 49 — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Data Source:  2005-2009 ACS Data
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The core elements of this new approach include:

¢ EnhancedJob Placement—to connectindividuals with the services needed for basic
stabilization before they are placed into a job and/or a training program. The range of services,
including housing, sobriety treatment, basicfood support, and TANF, are available from ather
service providers, but have not been previously connected to a skill developmentmodel.

e Skills On-Ramp — 1o prepare individuals for enrolimentin training programs designed for low-
income, low-skilled individuals. The program design would include a focus on soft skills
development, careerplanning, and the expectationsand strategies for success. Anenhanced
componentwould include anembedded developmental math and/or reading curriculum, which
|sa significant barrier for many individuals entering and completing a training program.

* Postsecondary Completion—1to provide individuals with employmentnavigationand job
placement support, including career advising, job placement/job leads along the training
patnhway, job counselingand information. Ultimate goal is to help an individual complete at
least one year of postsecondary education thatresultsin a degree or credential with labor
marketirelevance.

Thiscoordinated approach is Pathwaysto Careers, a pioneering partnership comprised of businesses,
educationalinstitutions, government agencies, nonprofitorganizations (including the Workforce
Investment Board), and labor. The focus of our partnership is to build educational pathways to middle-
wage jobs, and provide the collective capacity 1o align the many disparate elements noted above. The
partnership intendsto bring to scale existing education innovations to address the employmentand
training needs of extremely disadvantaged individuals, focusing on men of color and limited-English
speakers, resulting in more individuals directly served. These improvemenisto work and education
readiness beardirectly on the success of the City’s workforce strategy - preparing individuals through
postsecondary education/training for higher-wage, in-demand jobs.

One piece of the overall Pathwaysto Careers parinershipis a CDBG funded program called, Career
Bridge. This program prepares individuals forthe education pathways mostamenable to this target
population, including those opportunities in Pathways to Careers. This new program builds and expands
onemployment & training models to help low-income, low skilled residents access the first stepon a
careerpath. The course curricula and componentsinclude shori-term training as a soringboard for
participants to a job and/orfurthercoliege attainment. In addition, essential elements of the Career
Bridge program are designed to meetthe increased challenges faced by highly disadvantaged individuals
with significant barriers to gaining and maintaining employment, more so than similar employmentand
training efforis aimed at low-income adulis. Career Bridge also helpsto bulld supportnetworks at the
community level, assuring a talent pipeline is created from small community based organizations that
representthe hardestioserve.

Description of WF Training Iniatives continued

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within
your jurisdiction?

Puget Sound is home to a mix of mature and emerging industry clusters. Clusters are concentrations of
industries that export goods and services that drive job creation and import wealth into the region. They
enhance the competitiveness of a region in particular industries by improving economic efficiencies of
member firms (e.g., supply chains and technology transfer). They also tend to concentrate workers with
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specialized skills and experience within a region. Some of their skills are transferable to multiple
industries within and across clusters. In coordination with one of our partners, regional economic
development strategies have identified the following clusters as areas where the region has competitive
advantage for established and emerging industries. They are: Aerospace, Business Services, Clean
Technology, Information Technology & Interactive Media, Life Science & Global Health, Health Care,
Maritime & Industrial, and Transportation & Logistics.

The City’s grouping of the industry sectors is at a much more discreet level when compared to the
business sectors included in the Business Activity table. For that reason a one-to-one comparison of our
local analysis to the table proves difficult. For example, in the table, Education & Health Care Services
are grouped together with 19% of the jobs, Professional, Scientific; Management Services are grouped
together with 13% of the jobs, while Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate are also grouped to show 10%
of the jobs. In our model, Business Services includes finance and management services, and while the
Table notes Education & Health Care together, our industry sector breaks health care into two groups:
Life Science & Global Health and Health Care.

Consistent with the research of local partners such as the Puget Sound Regional Council, Economic
Development Council of Seattle and King County and Downtown Seattle Association, the City’s Office of
Economic Development has prioritized key industries representative of Seattle’s local economy. These
sectors are more refined than those identified within the Business Activity table. As well, we also have
used local data to predict where workforce investments are necessary to meet the current and
predicted workforce demands.

Our key sectors of focus include:

e Manufacturing

e Maritime

e Life Sciences

¢ Information and Communications Technology
e Global Health/Healthcare

e C(Clean Technology

e Film and Music

e Tourism

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community:

The needs for business community support exceed the City’s available resources, however Seattle
utilizes CDBG funding to pursue three successful economic development strategies. They include:
workforce development, small business development and financing and neighborhood revitalization. In
the following section we will provide further detail on how each strategy has been developed with the
City of Seattle.
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Workforce Development

The first economic development strategy implemented by the City is workforce development. Over the
coming decade, the occupational groups expected to add the most jobs in the Puget Sound region are
business/financial, sales, healthcare practitioners, and computer sciences. The figure below provides
additional detail on these projected trends.

Each of these four groups is projected to add somewhere between 18,000 and 23,000 jobs in the four-
county region in which Seattle is located, over the next four years. Most of the occupations in these
fields (sales is the only exception) will require specific skills and training, and often rigorous educational
preparation. These four occupational groups alone represent nearly 40% of the region’s anticipated
workforce expansion over the next decade. See chart "2011-2021 Occupations Expected to Add to
Employment" attached to Occupations by Sector table above.

To address the skills gap, the City’s Office of Economic Development (OED), together with the
engagement of industry leaders, employers and community colleges, is developing clear and intentional
training pathways within four industry sectors with labor market needs. Economic Modeling Specialists
Intl (EMSI) avers that these sectors are projected to offer approximately 50,000 job openings accessible
to middle-skill and middle-wage job seekers over the next decade. They include:

e Business Occupations

e Manufacturing/Industrial skills

e International Trade/Transportation/Logistics and
e Healthcare

The program’s goal is to double the number of low-income, low-skilled individuals who achieve the skills
and credentials needed for high demand jobs in these sectors within 3 years. CDBG funding will be used
starting in 2013 to expand the program’s reach, by focusing an increased number of resources on the
most difficult to serve low-income residents. CDBG funding will be deployed to provide more integrated
services that will connect addressing social service needs with employment skill development. See
Workforce and Infrastructure Need continued attached above.

Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or
regional public or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect
job and business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for
workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create.

Industries like construction and manufacturing were hard hit during the recession and are now coming
back online with greater strength. In addition, over the next five years Seattle will spend $5 billion on
major capital projects that will renew our infrastructure, enhance our quality of life, and create
thousands of good jobs. These include projects to connect Seattle’s neighborhoods with high capacity
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transit, including rail, to provide residents and businesses with an affordable, reliable way to get around
our city. Such projects are important because they contribute to and support the local infrastructure
allowing business to be conducted.

Specific to use of federal CDBG funds, the City’s partnership with Seattle Housing Authority as they re-
develop the Yesler Terrace public housing project will provide both construction and new Section 3
opportunities for hiring. The Yesler project, as well as major regional transportation improvement
projects such as completing the waterfront tunnel and Sound Transit east link route should increase the
need for skilled labor and materials suppliers.

How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment
opportunities in the jurisdiction?

According to local research completed by the Puget Sound Regional Council, ‘the greatest challenge
confronting virtually all (industry) clusters is access to a skilled workforce. This is true for high tech
industries unable to find enough local college graduates in certain engineering, computer, and life
science fields. It is also the case for traditional production and transportation industries facing the
prospect of an aging workforce with few young people entering critical occupations.[1] Additionally, in a
separate 2012 paper, the Puget Sound Regional Council noted that, ‘success is not equally shared
throughout the region’s diverse populations. There is the very real threat of a deepening divide between
skilled and unskilled workers.”[2] Though our region is offering more and more jobs with good salaries,
the vast majority of these jobs require advanced training that many residents don’t have. In a report
jointly published in 2011 by the Washington Higher Education Coordinating Board, the State Board for
Community and Technical Colleges, and Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board, long-
range gaps between current degree production and employer demand are projected. This forecast is
also consistent with the state’s Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education. To address this gap the City
is investing in strategies, like Pathways to Careers and Career Bridge, that align education options with
labor market demand, and that teach in ways amenable to the needs and competencies levels of local
demographics.

Though there are a variety of job readiness training programs offered through nonprofits and
government agencies in Seattle, the City’s CDBG funded Pathways to Careers Initiative is unique because
it is strongly based in the needs of the local industry sectors, with an end goal is overall career
development, rather than simple job placement.

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce
Investment Boards, community colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts
will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan.

In the creation of our workforce development strategy, we assessed the current workforce training
capacity available and found a balkanized system that lacks scale. Many impactful programs exist, from
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those serving the lowest skilled (Goodwill industries and Hopelink) to those serving individuals ready to
attempt college level training (through Seattle Jobs Initiative, SkillUp Washington, King County Jobs
Initiative, and training funded through the local Workforce Investment Board). Service providers for
English language acquisition are especially plentiful but very small scale, and rarely focused on skills
acquisition. Our program survey found these programs exist most often in competition with each other,
and as such, lacking collective capacity. Rather than add yet one more program to this mix, we felt the
greatest impact and scale would be to help align these services along a skills development spectrum.

The path to self sufficiency is not easy, and from the most basic level of service, can take many years to
complete. To be impactful, services need to be developmentally sequenced to meet the customer
where they are, so that exiting one service ‘step’ leads directly to the next. Placement in a transitional
job does not create sustained or meaningful impact on economic mobility unless it is tied to a potential
career pathway. Since progression through a career pathway is a long-term strategy, customers must be
given the opportunity for intermediate successes and be able to “step on and off” the pathway with
relative ease.

Based on this skill development model, we are recommending an aligned strategy to prepare individuals
for entry onto a career pathway and/or enrollment in a training program that is designed for low-
income, low-skilled individuals. Support and case management are meant to prepare individuals for
skills training and/or job placement.

OED is currently collaborating in the development of new comprehensive approach to serving low-
skilled adults, focusing on young men of color and limited English speakers. We are developing, and
coordinating early interventions that stabilize an individual, provide them subsistence employment and,
if willing and interested, help them prepare for entry into a program that will result in the completion of
a credential or degree beyond high school that leads to a better paying job with opportunities for career
advancement.

See Description of WF Training Initiatives attached above.

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
(CEDS)?

No

If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be coordinated
with the Consolidated Plan? If not, describe other local/regional plans or initiatives that
impact economic growth.

The City is engaged with the development of local and regional plans to impact our economic growth,
such as Washington State’s Workforce Training & Education Coordinating Board’s 10 Year Strategic Plan
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for Workforce Development (High Skills, High Wages — Washington’s 10 — Year Strategic Plan for
Workforce Development), the work published by the Economic Development Council of Seattle and King
County, and the ‘Regional Economic Strategy’ developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC).

The State’s Workforce Training & Education’s Strategic plan is aligned with the city’s approach of
working across diverse partnerships, increasing employer engagement with the workforce development
system to develop career pathways to connect residents with living-wage careers. As in the City’s Career
Bridge program, the State’s Strategic Plan includes an objective to provide wrap-around support and
employment services including special services for diverse populations with multiple barriers to
education and training.

Similar to the Economic Development Council of Seattle and King County’s work, the PSRC’s Regional
Economic Strategy is an active blueprint to ensure the region’s long term sustainable economic
prosperity. It outlines the initiatives of a coalition of more than 300 business, labor, education and
community organizations, all working together to build long-term sustainable economic prosperity for
Central Puget Sound region, called the Prosperity Partnership. These initiatives are focused on improving
the five foundation areas of the economy: education and workforce development, business climate,
entrepreneurship and innovation, infrastructure, and quality of life. Each foundation has a set of
strategies — there are over two dozen strategies to achieve the region’s economic development goals.

Our investments of CDBG funding complement these plans by ensuring that they are used to support
business and industry sectors that are both in need of support, either in terms of business development
or workforce development.

Discussion

Business infrastructure needs, especially in CDBG-qualifying neighborhoods, center around on local
neighborhood business districts ability to retain and capture the buying power existent in their
catchment areas and to draw moneys from outside their areas.

In order to do this they must present a clean and safe shopping and pedestrian environment. Especially
in areas such as Chinatown /ID, with major regionally-oriented construction underway, businesses need
ways to ensure that auto and foot traffic is maintained for the local businesses to survive. This is the
great lesson we learned from the City’s Southeast Seattle Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area
(NRSA) experience, though Chinatown/ID is experiencing a far less disruptive transportation project.

The second major emphasis for the City’s economic development efforts is to ensure that workforce
development corresponds to future business opportunities. With most of the opportunities occurring in
skilled or knowledge-based industries and sectors, obtaining a BA degree is critical to individuals
advancing and achieving economic stability. Thus, the importance of Career Bridge type programs which
targets serving people who have been historically unsuccessful in competing for the job market due to a
complex set of barriers beyond just the need to continue formal education. Career Bridge will attempt
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to address holistic needs such as housing costs, transportation costs, and other issues associated with
poverty and lack of resources.

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
126

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion

Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated?
(include a definition of "concentration")

See NA-10

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income
families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration")

See NA-10

What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods?

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods?

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas?
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Strategic Plan

SP-05 Overview

Strategic Plan Overview

The City of Seattle's strategic plan is based on our assessment of community needs as identified in this
Consolidated Plan, in related plans and policy documents, and on the suitability of the Consolidated Plan
and other funds to meet the identified needs. To the extent possible, targeted funds will be used to their
maximum extent while resources with more discretionary purposes will be used to address needs
without their own targeted funds. For instance, while the development of affordable housing is a critical
issue for Seattle, not all Consolidated Plan funds will be used for the creation or preservation of
affordable housing. Seattle has a separate source, the Seattle Housing Levy, to specifically meet that
need. Not all CDBG funds will therefore be used to address this need since its relative flexibility makes
its use in other program areas more valuable.

Within this context, the Consolidated Plan strategic plan calls for the Consolidated Plan funds to focus
on

1. Supporting emergency shelter and other services for homeless individuals and families
Supporting the development and preservation of affordable rental and ownwership housing
Supporting low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, business districts, and populations with
economic and neighborhood development activities, including physical infrastructure, business
district planning and development, small business / microenterprise business technical
assistance, and business loans

4. Supporting job training activities as part of an anti-poverty strategy.
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities — 91.215 (a)(1)
Geographic Area

Table 50 - Geographic Priority Areas

General Allocation Priorities

Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or within the EMSA
for HOPWA)

The City encourages production and preservation of affordable housing throughout the city to maximize
choice for low-income residents of Seattle. OH will encourage project locations that afford low-income
residents the greatest access to opportunities such as jobs, quality education, parks and open space, and
services. OH will encourage housing projects that support focused community development investments
that improve the quality of life in low-income communities, and projects in locations where
revitalization trends are leading to the displacement of low-income residents. OH will develop criteria to
evaluate project locations which will be published in Notice of Fund Availability (NOFA) documents.
Access to transit will be a priority, as transportation costs are second only to housing costs for a majority
of low-income households and many low-income households do not own a car. The location criteria will
be tailored according to the population intended to reside in the housing, for example, schools would
not be a consideration for senior housing.

The City completed work on the Southeast Seattle Neighborhood Revitalization Area (NRSA) under the
2009-2013 Consolidated Plan and does not plan to submit another area for NRSA designation for 2014.
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SP-25 Priority Needs - 91.215(a)(2)
Priority Needs

1 | Priority Need | Mitigation of homelessness and related issues
Name
Priority Level | High
Population Extremely Low
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Chronic Homelessness
Individuals
Families with Children
Mentally Ill
Chronic Substance Abuse
veterans
Persons with HIV/AIDS
Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability
Goals
Description Support the operating costs of homeless shelters for individuals and families and
related services, such as day centers. The ultimate goal of these services is to begin
the process of transitioning clients into permanent housing.
Basis for It is estimated that over 8,000 adults experience homelessness in any given twelve-
Relative month period. The most recent point in time count (One Night Count) of homeless
Priority in Seattle shown 1,989 unsheltered adults and 2,704 persons in emergency
shelters. The City will continue to support these shelter operations, since the need
is clearing in evidence.
2 | Priority Need | Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Name

Priority Level

High

Consolidated Plan
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Population Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Goals
Description Provide loans and other financial assistance for the preservation and creation of
affordable rental and ownership opportunities.
Basis for Thirty-three percent of Seattle households, or over 75,000 households, are
Relative experiencing housing cost burdens, and 19%, or 42,000 households are
Priority experiencing severe housing cost burdens (housing costs are greater than 50% of
their income). These housing cost burdens hamper the ability of these households
to invest the time and energy and resources to adequately address their
nutritional, medical, and educational / vocational needs.
Priority Need | Neighborhood Community and Economic Development
Name
Priority Level | High
Population Low
Moderate
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Non-housing Community Development
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Economic and Neighborhood Development
Goals
Description Provide support for public infrastructure and business district improvements to

qualifying low- and moderate-income areas and for eligible populations. Included in
these activities are facade and parks improvements, and planning efforts to help
organized business districts improve the local business environment. Provide direct
support to businesses in the form of technical assistance and financial products.
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SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.

131

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)




Basis for In qualifying low- and moderate-income areas, with their related housing cost
Relative burdens, local neighborhood business districts are in need of attention to enhance
Priority their attractiveness to potential customers from within and without their
neighborhood area. Facade, infrastructure and park improvements enhance
business environment, while direct assistance enhances the probability that
individual businesses survive and grow out of the Great Recession.

Table 51 — Priority Needs Summary

Narrative (Optional)

These strategic priorities reflect carefully chosen enhancement and refinements to the priorities of the
most recent Consolidated Plan. The success of the Consolidated Plan funds in meeting the identified
needs, and the continued availability of other revenues to meet other needs, suggests that the priorities
should not change in any dramatic way in the use of the Consolidated Plan funds.
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SP-30 Influence of Market Conditions —91.215 (b)

Influence of Market Conditions

Affordable Housing Type Market Characteristics that will influence
the use of funds available for housing type

Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA)
TBRA for Non-Homeless Special Needs
New Unit Production

Rehabilitation

Acquisition, including preservation
Table 52 — Influence of Market Conditions

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.

133
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

A conservative approach is taken in estimating revenues for the next program year. Factors included in estimating or projecting future revenues
include the President's proposed 2014 budget and the actual 2013 award.

Anticipated Resources

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Program | Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
CDBG public - | Acquisition Revenue based on assumptions and
federal | Admin and available public information
Planning regarding the President's proposed
Economic 2014 budget in the Spring of 2013;
Development for remainder of ConPlan, assume
Housing S9m per year for the next 3 years
Public
Improvements
Public Services 8,804,139 840,000 09,644,139 | 27,000,000
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Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
HOME public - | Acquisition Revenue estimate based 2013 actual
federal | Homebuyer award.
assistance
Homeowner
rehab
Multifamily rental
new construction
Multifamily rental
rehab
New construction
for ownership
TBRA 2,502,176 | 1,000,000 0| 3,502,176 | 7,500,000
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Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
HOPWA | public- | Permanent Revenue estimate based on 2013
federal | housingin actual award.
facilities
Permanent
housing
placement
Short term or
transitional
housing facilities
STRMU
Supportive
services
TBRA 1,706,482 0 0| 1,706,482 | 5,100,000
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Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description

of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S $ Reminder
of ConPlan
$
ESG public - | Conversion and Revenue estimate based 2013 actual
federal | rehab for award.
transitional
housing
Financial
Assistance

Overnight shelter
Rapid re-housing
(rental assistance)
Rental Assistance
Services
Transitional
housing 676,093 0 0| 676,093 | 2,028,000

Table 53 - Anticipated Resources

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied

The City of Seattle relies on Consolidated Plan funds to provide a foundation for our community and economic development activities. However,
they are by no means the only investments the City or the community at large make in programs and services to support low- and moderate-
income populations. We anticipate that the pattern of leveraging reported in the 2012 CAPER will continue into the 2014-2018 Consolidated
Plan: $2.52 for every City dollar investment in affordable rental housing preservation and development $3.53 for every $S1 of HOME funds
invested in home-ownership assistance A nearly 1:1 match was achieved in the leveraging of HOPWA dollars to other dollars from the
community from a variety of sources.
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs
identified in the plan

The City currently has several buildings which it leases to non-profit entities under "mutually offsetting benefits" arrangements whereby the
non-profits provide services to the public in return for its occupancy of the buildings. Most of these are for senior or community center
operations.

Discussion

These revenue estimates were developed in the summer of 2013, based on documents outlining the President's proposed 2014 budget for the
US Department of Housing and Urban Development and the actual 2013 awards. Program income figures are based on actual experiences and
projections for 2013.
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure — 91.215(k)

Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan

including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions.

Department -
Community Support &
Assistance

Non-homeless special
needs

Planning

public facilities

public services

Responsible Entity Responsible Entity Role Geographic Area Served
Type
Human Services Government Homelessness Jurisdiction

Table 54 - Institutional

Delivery Structure

Assess of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System

The City’s organizational structure is designed to focus staff expertise on specific issue areas of
importance to City residents. The Human Services Department is positioned to respond the needs of

homeless persons and seniors / disabled populations and thus can use CDBG public services funds, ESG

and HOPWA funds most effectively. The Office of Housing implements the City’s Housing Levy and is

able to use CDBG and HOME funds in conjunction with Levy funds to maximize use of all fund sources

within their own statutory and regulatory limitations. The Office of Economic Development employs

staff with years of expertise and training in job development and business revitalization and are thus

most well-positioned to target CDBG economic development funds. Parks and Recreation staff regularly

maintain all of the City’s parks and are intimately familiar with the needs of each facility and location.

A challenge of having Consolidated Plan funds spread out to different City departments is the need to

continually train a variety of staff on funding requirements and ensure that all activities are reviewed for

eligibility, labor standards, and environmental impact prior to funding and implementation, and to
ensure the consistent application of program standards. Data reporting, procurement, and other
requirements are also subject to periodic reminders and training.

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream

services
Homelessness Prevention Available in the Targeted to Targeted to People
Services Community Homeless with HIV

Homelessness Prevention Services

Counseling/Advocacy X X X

Legal Assistance X X

Mortgage Assistance X X

Rental Assistance X X X
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Homelessness Prevention Available in the Targeted to Targeted to People
Services Community Homeless with HIV
Homelessness Prevention Services
Utilities Assistance X
Street Outreach Services
Law Enforcement X X
Mobile Clinics X X X
Other Street Outreach Services X X X
Supportive Services
Alcohol & Drug Abuse X X X
Child Care X
Education X
Employment and Employment
Training X X X
Healthcare X X X
HIV/AIDS X X X
Life Skills X X X
Mental Health Counseling X X X
Transportation X X X
Other ‘

Table 55 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary
Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed
above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and
families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth)

The City of Seattle Human Services Department (HSD) is the regional grantee and coordinator of the
federally funded Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program and works
collaboratively with an advisory group composed of government funders, nonprofit housing and services
organizations, HIV/AIDS case managers and other interested parties. HOPWA provides funding for
housing assistance and related support services that focus on housing stability and homelessness
prevention. HOPWA provides funding to community-based agencies and supports a coordinated
continuum of dedicated housing units designed to assist people with HIV/AIDS access the most
appropriate housing possible, based on assessment of their needs.

HOPWA funds are allocated through competitive Request for Investment processes conducted by HSD
every two to three years. The RFI’s are based on needs assessments and community planning work that
provide guidance for HOPWA investments and support the goals of homelessness prevention and
housing stability. Successful applicants in the RFI processes contract with HSD for HOPWA funds, and
HSD oversees performance and outcomes for the term of the contract.
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Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population
and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed
above

Strengths of the service delivery system include:

e Networks of experienced and emerging multi-service organizations

e Network of funders who collaboratively support human services

e Local community support (volunteers, voters, elected officials) to provide resources for human
services

e Nationally recognized leadership and commitment to best practices, including Housing First
models, collaborative funding, and partnerships with public housing authorities, coordinated
entry and assessment systems.

Gaps of the service delivery system include:

e Insufficient funding/reductions in funding to behavioral health services (mental health and
chemical addiction and dependency treatment) and health care (medical and dental health
services). There is Limited on-demand access to mental health treatment; lack of access to on-
demand drug and alcohol treatment.

e Local mainstream workforce systems are working collaboratively with funders, homeless and
housing service providers to increase access by homeless jobseekers to Workforce Investment
Act (WIA) services or other sources of workforce funding. The challenge for mainstream
programs has been that they are often not structured to meet the complex needs of homeless
families seeking employment and training.

e Insufficient affordable housing and housing/rental subsidies; assistance locating and accessing
affordable housing. Housing options that provide safety for all — with attention to the unique
needs of domestic violence survivors, LGBT individuals, refugees and immigrants, elders, and
persons with disabilities; programs for youth and young adults of all ages — under the age of 18,
young adults over the age of 22, and for pregnant and parenting young adults and teens; and
housing assistance and policy changes including removing barriers to housing related to debts
and/or criminal history.

e Community member also acknowledge the need for more shelter and transitional housing.

e Transportation.

e Affordable childcare, trauma informed care services for children and youth.

e Culturally appropriate and linguistically relevant services.

Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and
service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs
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Constant staff training and aggressive provision of technical assistance to City staff and subrecipient
staff will promote compliance with relevant federal regulations. The institutionalization of data
reporting expectations and procedures will continue to ensure IDIS data is maintained in a timely
manner.
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SP-45 Goals Summary — 91.215(a)(4)

Goals Summary Information

OMB Control No:

2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
1 Homelessness Prev., 2013 | 2018 | Homeless Mitigation of CDBG: | Homeless Person
Intervention & Hous Non-Homeless homelessness and $3,252,447 | Overnight Shelter:
Stability Special Needs related issues ESG: | 30000 Persons Assisted
$650,668
Homelessness Prevention:
1200 Persons Assisted
HIV/AIDS Housing
Operations:
820 Household Housing
Unit
2 Increase Access to 2013 | 2018 | Affordable Affordable Housing CDBG: | Rental units constructed:
Affordable Housing Housing Preservation and $1,298,483 | 225 Household Housing
Public Housing Development HOME: | Unit
$3,251,958
Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated:
3150 Household Housing
Unit
Direct Financial Assistance
to Homebuyers:
60 Households Assisted
Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.




Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
Economic and 2013 | 2018 | Non-Housing Neighborhood CDBG: | Businesses assisted:
Neighborhood Community Community and $2,336,675 | 2875 Businesses Assisted
Development Development Economic
Development Other:
15 Other
Job Training 2013 | 2017 | Non-Housing CDBG: | Public service activities
Community $800,000 | other than Low/Moderate
Development Income Housing Benefit:
600 Persons Assisted

Table 56 — Goals Summary

Goal Descriptions

1 | Goal Name Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability
Goal The City of Seattle will focus portions the four federal fund sources on public services targeted to homeless families and
Description individuals as guided by the Seattle/King County Ten-Year Plan to end Homelessness and program development strategies
described in the 2012-2018 Human Services Investment Plan for Homeless Services "Communitiies Supporting Safe and
Stable Housing."
2 | Goal Name Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Goal Build, acquire and/or rehabilitate, and maintain low-income housing through private non-profit and public housing
Description developers.
3 | Goal Name Economic and Neighborhood Development
Goal Encourage economic development through investment in neighborhood revitalization and infrastructure, and small business
Description development, including small business lending and technical assistance.
4 | Goal Name Job Training
Goal Provide support to job training activities and related supportive services as part of an anti-poverty strategy to provide low-
Description income populations with the means to increase their economic potential
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Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2)

See Annual Action Plan data.

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
145

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



SP-50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement — 91.215(c)

Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary
Compliance Agreement)

In accordance with the Voluntary Compliance Agreement signed in 2007, SHA will create 263 UFAS units
and will continue to commit at least five percent of new construction to accessible units. As of year end
2012, 190 UFAS units had already been certified.

Activities to Increase Resident Involvements

Residents play an active role at SHA. SHA Community Builders work with interested residents to form
and sustain duly-elected resident councils and issue-specific work groups to work with management on
issues of common interest. In addition, most communities send representatives to the Joint Policy
Advisory Committee (JPAC), with whom SHA regularly consults on major policy issues. Residents are
involved in planning for the use of HUD’s Resident Participation Funds.

SHA also provides programs that encourage and support residents that want to pursue homeownership
and have adequate income to sustainably do so. Residents can save toward homeownership through the
FSS program, or the new Savings Match Program, which provides a match of savings up to $4,000 for
households ready to leave subsidized housing for homeownership or the private rental market.

Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902?
No
Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation

N/A
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SP-55 Barriers to affordable housing — 91.215(h)

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Background

With passage of the Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing Act in 1990, Congress recognized
the importance of public policies and processes to the supply of affordable housing. Section 105(b)(4)
requires state and local governments to explain as part of their Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy (CHAS)—now an element of the Consolidated Plan— whether a proposed public policy affects
housing affordability and describe the jurisdiction’s strategy to remove or ameliorate negative effects, if
any, of such policies (see 24 CFR 91.210(e) and 24 CFR 91.310(d)).

An Advisory Commission headed by HUD Secretary Jack Kemp released a report in 1991 called Not in My
Backyard: Removing Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing. That report estimated that certain
policies and procedures directly increase construction or rehabilitation costs by up to 35 percent.
According to the George W. Bush Administration, numerous academic studies have confirmed this
finding. In addition to direct cost impacts, many policies and processes further exacerbate the problem
by constraining overall housing supply with a general deleterious impact upon overall housing
affordability. A 35 percent reduction in development costs would allow millions of American families to
buy or rent housing that they currently cannot afford.

Congress, in Title XIl of the 1992 Housing and Community Development Act, reiterated its interest in this
important subject by authorizing grants for regulatory barrier removal and established a Regulatory
Barriers Clearinghouse. In the American Homeownership Act of 2000, Congress reauthorized the
Clearinghouse and simplified procedures for a barrier removal grant program. In June 2003, HUD
announced “America’s Affordable Communities Initiative: Bringing Homes within Reach through
Regulatory Reform.” This department-wide initiative worked with state and local governments to
address regulatory barriers as well as address how HUD’s own regulations may present barriers to
affordable housing.

Since that time, there has been continued recognition that unnecessary, duplicative, excessive or
discriminatory public processes often significantly increase the cost of housing development and
rehabilitation. Often referred to as “regulatory barriers to affordable housing,” many public statutes,
ordinances, regulatory requirements, or processes and procedures significantly impede the
development or availability of affordable housing without providing a commensurate or demonstrable
health or safety benefit. ““Affordable housing” is decent quality housing that low-, moderate-, and
middle-income families can afford to buy or rent without spending more than 30 percent of their
income. Spending more than 30 percent of income on shelter may require families to sacrifice other
necessities of life. (See Part 2 & 3 narrative continued attached below. Also note the cross reference to
SP-55 where only the first part of this narrative appears automatically.)
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Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing

In addition to the overview of barriers to affordable housing noted in MA-40 the City notes two on-
going issues:

1. 1. Aninadequate supply of affordable housing in Seattle exacerbates fair housing
challenges by impeding housing choice.Seattle’s robust private housing market continue to fuel
migration of low-income and minority residents toward areas outside of the city as rents and
home prices escalate. Wages for a number of the most prevalent jobs are inadequate to afford
even studio apartment rents and a disproportionate share of low-income households continue
to be cost-burdened for housing, particularly renters. Despite numerous public programs and
policies to preserve and expand affordable housing, the force of the private market continues to
drive a decline in housing affordability. In turn, this translates into reduced housing choice for
protected classes, who are disproportionately low-income and racial minorities.

2. 2. Protected classes continue to experience direct housing discrimination, especially racial
and ethnic minorities, refugees and immigrants, families, female headed households with no
husband present, and the disabled. These take several forms including the following:

e Continued incidents of housing discrimination, particularly based on race, disability and family
status in areas of North and Central Seattle.

e Lack of knowledge/information about fair housing and the complaint process lead to
underreporting of fair housing violations, especially in limited English communities.

e Racial minorities experience differential rates of loan denials.

e Subtle forms of preferential housing advertising exist in some local media sources

Potential subprime mortgage impacts on protected classes including: greater vulnerability to
foreclosures due to racial minorities being a disproportionate share of subprime loan borrowers,
increased difficulty of obtaining home loans, a tighter and less affordable rental housing market, and
potential decline in home values and spillover effects in low-income areas.

The City of Seattle is currently implementing a broad set of actions to address barriers to fair housing.
These include (1) continued support for affordable housing development; (2) intergovernmental
coordination on regional goals for affordable housing and funding to achieve those goals; (3) education
of and outreach to real estate industry sectors plus renters and homebuyers/owners; and (4) continued
enforcement of fair housing enforcement laws.

With the July 19, 2013 release of HUD's Proposed Rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, the City
will be concentrating on preparing for the new planning and assessment process. We are working with a
coalition of commissioners from other high cost cities across the nation (San Francisco, Los Angeles,

Chicago, Boston, and New York City) and had our first opportunity via conference call to both hear more
about the Rule and ask questions of HUD staff and Deputy Secretary Maurice Jones on July 30th. Seattle
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and the other 5 high-cost cities will be preparing a joint letter with our comments and suggestions for
HUD within the 60 comment period. City of Seattle staff have already had discussions with King County
staff about collaborating on a regional Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH).Multiple city departments are
coordinating to submit comment on the proposed rule including Housing, Human Services, Seattle HA,
Planning & Development and others.
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SP-60 Homelessness Strategy — 91.215(d)

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs

Addressing the emergency and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

Homelessness Intervention Services in Seattle include a network of shelter and transitional housing
programs for individual adults, families, and youth/young adults.

e Shelter, Transitional and Interim Housing programs includes: Overnight shelter and overnight
shelter with enhanced services; Shelter with 24-hour accommodation & service, including shelter
for families with children, and shelter for youth under 18 years old; Transitional housing for
individuals; families with children; and Transitional Living Programs (TLP) for homeless youth and
young adults; and Confidential shelter and transitional housing for victims of domestic violence.

A network of facilities in Seattle provide a total year-round capacity of approximately 2,223 emergency
shelter beds. Additional shelter, with varying capacity, is provided through emergency voucher
programs targeted to assist families with children access individual, temporary shelter units in
hotel/motels. During the winter months (October through March), the capacity of the shelter system
expands, adding more than 412 beds; additional capacity can be added when there are severe weather
conditions. The inventory also includes 2,131 year-round, transitional housing beds for families and
individuals.

Seattle shelter program capacity and services are described in the Seattle Investments in Shelter
Programs report and the Committee to End Homelessness’ Single Adult Shelter Task Force Report: Role
of Shelter in Ending Homelessness. The Human Services Department’s strategic Investment Plan for
preventing and ending homelessness, Communities Supporting Safe & Stable Housing, identifies how
investments in homelessness intervention programs, such as shelter and transitional housing, are
balanced with investments to provide homelessness prevention and housing stabilization program
services. The Investment Plan can be found here.

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again.
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The City of Seattle has contributed to the production of 3,312 affordable housing units through
construction, preservation, and leasing of housing units dedicated to homeless individuals and families
since the community’s Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness was introduced in 2005. More than half
(57%) of these units have been created for chronically homeless individuals. These units are part of a
larger portfolio of Seattle housing investments that have produced more than 10,000 affordable housing
units since 1981.

Seattle has adopted a “Housing First” approach for addressing the needs of chronically homeless
individuals. Seattle is also increasing its focus on rental assistance program models and leveraging local
resources to expand rapid rehousing models for families experiencing homelessness.

Projects awarded funding under this NOFA will be required to participate in system coordination efforts
for appropriate units of housing, and must show commitment to participate in the Client Care
Coordination (CCC) system, a coordinated referral system which provides access to appropriate housing
units specifically for homeless individuals who have histories of high utilizers of hospitals, jails, shelters
and other mainstream systems, as well as other chronically homeless and vulnerable street homeless
persons with intensive service needs.

Housing Placement, Stabilization & Support Services: financial assistance, services designed to move a
homeless household quickly into permanent, “non time-limited” housing. Housing focused services:
Case management, housing advocacy, search and placement services for short-term or ongoing support
to households to stabilize, move into housing.

Supportive services are provided on-site or co-located with housing or linked to service sites in the
community. These services are delivered by housing agencies, by mainstream service or arranged under
collaborative agreements between the housing provider and a service provider.

e Mainstream services and resources to increase safety, stability and self-sufficiency, such as
healthcare; substance abuse detox and recovery treatment; mental health assessment and
treatment; employment training, placement, and retention; housing placement; child care and
after-school programs (for programs serving families); legal assistance; removing barriers
associated with past felony/criminal conviction; credit counseling; life skills training.

e Case management to connect with mainstream services, community resources (e.g. churches,
philanthropic groups, neighborhood groups) and to provide after-placement services for
households entering housing. Services focus on preventing future recurrence of homelessness.

e Financial empowerment: Information, education, planning, counseling and coaching to increase
financial stability. These services may include assistance with opening a bank account,
preparing a budget, taking a class in money management, developing a plan to save money,
receiving one-on-one assistance from a debt/credit specialist, applying for public benefits.
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Help low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low-income individuals and families who are likely to become homeless after being
discharged from a publicly funded institution or system of care, or who are receiving
assistance from public and private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education or youth needs

Prevention strategies designed to avert homelessness among households at risk are one of the key
priorities and strategies of ending homelessness. Prevention assistance helps people who are at
imminent risk of becoming homeless remain in their housing or secure alternative, appropriate, safe
housing that prevents them from entering the shelter system. Program assistance must be well
targeted to those most likely to become homeless without these interventions.

Effective homelessness prevention strategies emphasize primary prevention focused on emergency
assistance and interventions designed to directly prevent individuals, families, and youth from becoming
homeless. CEH identified a number of components that must be present for an effective prevention
system, including: identification and outreach; information and referral; emergency financial assistance;
tenant education, mediation and legal assistance; case management; financial stability services; and
long-term self sufficiency.

The discharge planning process for people leaving institutions, such as hospitals or jails, is important
in preventing homelessness. In addition to the primary prevention efforts described above, the
Continuum of Care has protocols and procedures in place with criminal justice, health care, mental
health, and foster care systems to ensure that persons are not routinely discharged to the
street/homelessness. These protocols and procedures are outlined each year in Seattle/King County’s
annual application for HUD Continuum of Care/Supportive Housing funding. Discharge coordination
policies from the Seattle/King County CoC application are attached in MA-45, for reference.
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SP-65 Lead based paint Hazards — 91.215(i)

Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards

The City recognizes the need to decrease the level of lead-based paint hazards in residential units
improved with City or federal funds. Contractors/workers doing repair or weatherization through one of
OH¢és programs are required to utilize lead-safe work practices. Contractors who perform work for the
home repair program are required to complete lead-safe training. The Cityés six primary contractors for
weatherization work have pollution occurrence insurance and each contractor's field employees must
possess lead-safe renovator certification. OH¢és property rehabilitation specialists, who specify and
subsequently inspect all weatherization work, are all certified in lead-safe work practices. OH owns an X-
ray fluorescence spectrum analyzer in order to accurately determine the presence of lead-based paint in
buildings receiving OH HomeWise Program (weatherization) services. This equipment allows the
identification of lead-based paint whenever it is present in a home. All OH HomeWise Program clients
are provided information regarding lead poisoning prevention.

How are the actions listed above related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards?

Both weatherization and home repair tend to provide services to older homes where chances that lead
paint could be present are high. The above actions are intended to ensure that we adequately address
any hazards associated with lead paint in those homes.

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures?

The weatherization program is governed by the Washington State Department of Commerce, which sets
all rules regarding lead paint. These rules can be found the in the 2012 Weatherization Program Manual
issued by the WA State Department of Commerce. Home Repair policies regarding lead paint are in the
process of being formalized into written policies and procedures.

Consolidated Plan SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.
153

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy — 91.215(j)

Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families

The City of Seattle and its partners coordinate a diverse range of programs and services funded through
multiple sources to help no- and low-income families. HSD’s Anti-Poverty strategy focuses on:

1. 1. Assist families and individuals to access resources that may help move them to self-
sufficiency;

2. 2. Prevent poverty, through assistance to Seattle’s children and through life-long education
efforts; and

3. 3. Alleviate poverty by improving family and individual economic opportunities that lead to
sustaining a living wage.

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this
affordable housing plan

Seattle is fortunate to have a community that has been more than generous over the last 20 years by
passing levies and initiatives that support the broader housing, human service, and economic self-
sufficiency needs of those who have lower incomes or face other barriers to rising out of poverty.

Recently passed initiatives and programs implemented include: (see attached text below for
description of Seattle's Financial Capacity and Asset Building iniatives)

e 2011 Families and Education Levy - $231,560,000 over seven years
Goal: To prepare all children to graduate from school college / career ready

e 2009 Housing Levy-- $145 Million Housing Levy — 7 Years
Goals: Produce or preserve 1,850 affordable homes, Assist 3,420 households

e 2013 Career Bridge—as part of the 2013 Seattle Jobs Plan the Career Bridge program to help up
to 200 more low-income adults who have additional barriers, including Immigrant and Refugees
with limited-English and low levels of education, gain access to the Pathways to Careers
initiative and obtain the skills they need to get better jobs. $800,000 in CDBG funds are
budgeted for this program expansion.

e 2013 Seattle King County Public Health initiative to enroll as many residents as possible, with
special outreach to vulnerable and underserved populations is poised to make one of the
greatest impacts on decreasing individuals’ and families’ risk of instability due to medical crisis
and lack of access to healthcare. HSD and city staff from many departments will be
coordinating with Public Health to increase the effectiveness of outreach and actual enrollments
for low-income and homeless people.

Financial Empowerment and Asset Building
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Financial Empowerment and Asset Building—A key anti-poverty strategy across City programs has been
to increase capacity, training, and implement programs which focus on helping households obtain and
sustain financial assets. The City founded and has co-led the Seattle King County Asset Building
Collaborative (SKCABC), a coalition of more than 60 organizations working to advance financial
empowerment strategies in Seattle and throughout the county. The Bank on Seattle-King County
Initiative provides access to free and low cost checking and savings accounts and free financial
education.

SKCABC action teams work on implementation of a variety of financial empowerment strategies
including foreclosure prevention and free tax preparation. More than 25 non-profit providers of
financial education, counseling, and coaching comprise the Financial Education Partners Network
(FEPN).

Living Cities Grant: In 2012, the City received a grant from Living Cities to integrate financial

empowerment into City-funded homelessness prevention (HP) services and programs serving homeless
families. HSD has worked in partnership with the Mayor’s Office, SKCABC, and the seven agencies
providing homelessness prevention and homeless family services. The Living Cities grant supported
training opportunities, on-going technical assistance, and the development of a financial empowerment
assessment and set up of financial empowerment data elements in Safe Harbors.

Financial Empowerment Centers: The City of Seattle is positioned to receive a three year grant from
the Paul G. Allen Family Foundation to develop one Financial Empowerment Center (FEC) with six
satellite sites strategically located around the City and co-located with other programs and services.

Five full time financial counselors will provide free, intensive financial counseling services to individuals
and families in our communities.
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SP-80 Monitoring —91.230

Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities
carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with
requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the
comprehensive planning requirements

Each department implementing a Consolidate Plan-funded activity is responsible for monitoring the
activity for compliance with City and fund-required program standards. For CDBG projects, the CDBG
Administration Unit within the Human Services Department will also monitor activities in cooperation
with the implementing department. CDBG Administration has also implemented more stringent IDIS
reporting practices to ensure that progress on these project are regularly reviewed for timeliness and
outcome delivery standards.

All projects to be funded with CDBG are reviewed for eligibility, environmental compliance, and labor
standards compliance by CDBG Administration prior to IDIS set-up and funding.

HOPWA and ESG procedures: for these two fund sources, monitoring of activities will follow the
monitoring and invoicing requirements as developed by the Human Services Department. Procedures
include monthly desk monitoring of performance reports and review of invoices, periodic on-site
monitoring for program quality and data verification, review (as applicable) of federal A-133 audit
requirements, and a review of financial audits / reports.

For HOME-funded projects, the Office of Housing (OH) implements project monitoring procedures
under the Rental Housing Program. OH asset management staff review detailed annual reports
submitted by project owners through the combined funders Web-based Annual Reporting System
(WBARS). OH also coordinates its monitoring, site visits and inspections with other funders to help
reduce administration time and disturbance to residents. OH evaluates compliance and performance in
several areas, including occupancy restrictions and affordable rents, unit turnover and vacancy,
affirmative marketing and nondiscrimination, physical condition of the building, capital needs planning,
funding of eplacement and operating reserves, neighbor relations, and fiscal management. OH writes
annual performance letters summarizing OH’s evaluation in the above areas, and outlining any issues
that require action by the owner.
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AP-15 Expected Resources — 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

Expected Resources

A conservative approach is taken in estimating revenues for the next program year. Factors included in estimating or projecting future revenues
include the President's proposed 2014 budget and the actual 2013 award.

Anticipated Resources

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Program | Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
CDBG public - | Acquisition Revenue based on assumptions and
federal | Admin and available public information
Planning regarding the President's proposed
Economic 2014 budget in the Spring of 2013;
Development for remainder of ConPlan, assume
Housing S9m per year for the next 3 years
Public
Improvements
Public Services 8,804,139 840,000 09,644,139 | 27,000,000
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OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
HOME public - | Acquisition Revenue estimate based 2013 actual
federal | Homebuyer award.
assistance
Homeowner
rehab
Multifamily rental
new construction
Multifamily rental
rehab
New construction
for ownership
TBRA 2,502,176 | 1,000,000 0| 3,502,176 | 7,500,000
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Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
HOPWA | public- | Permanent Revenue estimate based on 2013
federal | housingin actual award.
facilities
Permanent
housing
placement
Short term or
transitional
housing facilities
STRMU
Supportive
services
TBRA 1,706,482 0 0| 1,706,482 | 5,100,000
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Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
of Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
ESG public - | Conversion and Revenue estimate based 2013 actual
federal | rehab for award.
transitional
housing
Financial
Assistance
Overnight shelter
Rapid re-housing
(rental assistance)
Rental Assistance
Services
Transitional
housing 676,093 0 0 676,093 | 2,028,000

Table 57 - Expected Resources — Priority Table

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how

matching requirements will be satisfied

The City of Seattle relies on Consolidated Plan funds to provide a foundation for our community and economic development activities. However,

they are by no means the only investments the City or the community at large make in programs and services to support low- and moderate-

income populations. We anticipate that the pattern of leveraging reported in the 2012 CAPER will continue into the 2014-2018 Consolidated

Plan: $2.52 for every City dollar investment in affordable rental housing preservation and development $3.53 for every $1 of HOME funds

invested in home-ownership assistance A nearly 1:1 match was achieved in the leveraging of HOPWA dollars to other dollars from the

community from a variety of sources.
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that
may be used to address the needs identified in the plan

The City currently has several buildings which it leases to non-profit entities under "mutually offsetting
benefits" arrangements whereby the non-profits provide services to the public in return for its
occupancy of the buildings. Most of these are for senior or community center operations.

Discussion

These revenue estimates were developed in the summer of 2013, based on documents outlining the
President's proposed 2014 budget for the US Department of Housing and Urban Development and the
actual 2013 awards. Program income figures are based on actual experiences and projections for 2013.
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Annual Goals and Objectives

AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives

Goals Summary Information

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
1 Homelessness Prev., 2013 | 2018 | Homeless Mitigation of
Intervention & Hous Non-Homeless homelessness and
Stability Special Needs related issues
2 Increase Access to 2013 | 2018 | Affordable Housing Rental units constructed:
Affordable Housing Public Housing 45 Household Housing Unit
Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated: 650
Household Housing Unit
Direct Financial Assistance
to Homebuyers: 11
Households Assisted
3 Economic and 2013 | 2018 | Non-Housing
Neighborhood Community
Development Development
Table 58 — Goals Summary
Goal Descriptions
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1 | Goal Name Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Goal Description

2 | Goal Name Increase Access to Affordable Housing

Goal Description

3 | Goal Name Economic and Neighborhood Development

Goal Description
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AP-35 Projects — 91.220(d)

Introduction

Projects

This annual action plan provides descriptions of how funds will be used to support the goals and

priorities identified in previous sections of this Consolidated Plan. Projects and activities are carefully

chosen, many through a competitive process, to ensure the maximum effectiveness in the use of these

funds.
Projects
# Project Name
1 | CDBG Administration
2 | Human Services Planning
3 | Minor Home Repair Program
4 | Career Bridge
5 | Emergency Solutions Grant Activities
6 | DESC Connections
7 | AHA Noel House
8 | CCS St. Martin de Porres
9 | DESC Main Shelter
10 | YWCA Seattle Emergency Housing
11 | Home Repair Staffing
12 | Home Repair Program
13 | Homebuyer Program
14 | Homebuyer Education and Counseling
15 | Multi-Family Housing staffing
16 | Rental Housing Preservation and Development
17 | Housing Programs Development Staffing
18 | HOME Administration
19 | Neighborhood Business District Projects
20 | Neighborhood Business District Planning
21 | Microenterprise Business Technical Assistance
22 | Grow Seattle Refugee & Immigrant Services
23 | Seattle Conservation Corps
24 | Parks ADA Upgrades
25 | HOPWA RFI

Table 59 - Project Information
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Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs

These allocations are proposed based on needs analysis, the availability of other funds targeted to
various needs, the purpose of the Consolidated Plan funds, and the availability of City General Funds to

meet a wide variety of needs.
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AP-38 Project Summary

Project Summary Information

1 | Project Name | CDBG Administration

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Economic and Neighborhood Development

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Neighborhood Community and Economic Development

Funding CDBG: $920,543

Description Fund necessary staff to administer, manage and monitor the implementation of the Consolidated Plan funds and their
associated federal regulations.

Planned Administration, management, and monitoring responsibilities include activity eligibility determination, fund management,

Activities labor standards enforcement, and environmental review. Policy leadership and backoffice infrastructure is also included in
this activity.

2 | Project Name | Human Services Planning

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported Increase Access to Affordable Housing

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $130,531

Description Support necessary staff to evaluate and provide policy support to investments in homeless and related services.

Planned Evaluate and develop program recommendations for homeless and related services investments. Develop request for

Activities investments processes. Develop Consolidated Plan analyses of homeless, affordable housing, and community development

needs.

Consolidated Plan

SEATTLE Attachment 1, pg.

166

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)




Project Name

Minor Home Repair Program

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported Increase Access to Affordable Housing

Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $449,917

Description Support a subrecipient to provide health- and safety-related minor home repairs for CDBG-eligible low- and moderate-
income homeowners.

Planned Review and assess requested repairs from eligible homeowners. Implement qualifying minor repairs.

Activities

Project Name

Career Bridge

Target Area

Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development

Supported

Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $800,000

Description Engage CBDOs to provide job training and supportive services to eligible populations
Planned Job training access and support services to enhance the probability of success for clients.
Activities

Project Name | Emergency Solutions Grant Activities

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed

Funding ESG: $676,093

Description Provide funding to support operation of shelter for youth and adults, and homelessness prevention.
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Planned
Activities

Emergency overnight shelter and supportive services for homeless and unaccompanied youth.

Project Name

DESC Connections

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $668,226

Description Support day center and social services referrals for homeless persons.
Planned Provision of day center for homeless persons without a place to rest during the day; provision of social services referrals.
Activities

Project Name | AHA Noel House

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $466,786

Description Provide emergency shelter for homeless individuals

Planned Provision of emergency shelter beds for homeless individuals, plus related services to transition clients into transitional or
Activities permanent housing.

Project Name | CCS St. Martin de Porres

Target Area

Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability

Supported

Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $478,730
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Description Support the provision of emergency shelter for homeless individuals
Planned Emergency shelter and related services for homeless persons.
Activities
9 | Project Name | DESC Main Shelter
Target Area
Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability
Supported
Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $1,173,052
Description Support the costs of an emergency homeless shelter
Planned Emergency shelter beds for homeless persons
Activities
10 | Project Name | YWCA Seattle Emergency Housing
Target Area
Goals Homelessness Prev., Intervention & Hous Stability
Supported
Needs Mitigation of homelessness and related issues
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $465,653
Description Support provision of emergency shelter for homeless individuals
Planned Emergency shelter beds for homeless individuals
Activities
11 | Project Name | Home Repair Staffing
Target Area
Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Supported
Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
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12

13

Funding CDBG: $260,202
Description Support staff costs for program delivery of home repair program
Planned Staff support for home repair program, including client intake assistance and marketing.
Activities
Project Name | Home Repair Program
Target Area
Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Supported
Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $230,000
Description Support cost of home repair program
Planned Provide home repair services to qualifying low- and moderate-income homeowners. Repairs will be necessary to maintain
Activities occupant health and safety and maintain good supply of housing for CDBG-eligible populations.
Project Name | Homebuyer Program
Target Area
Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Supported
Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $40,000
HOME: $990,015
Description Support costs of providing downpayment assistance to qualifying first time homebuyers
Planned Downpayment assistance and related costs
Activities

14

Project Name

Homebuyer Education and Counseling

Target Area

Goals
Supported

Increase Access to Affordable Housing
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Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $216,989
Description Support subrecipient cost of providing education for first-time low- and moderate-income homebuyers
Planned Provision of homebuyer counseling and education services
Activities
15 | Project Name | Multi-Family Housing staffing
Target Area
Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Supported
Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $79,939
Description Support staff costs supporting multi-family housing rehab and development program
Planned Staffing costs including contract development and monitoring
Activities
16 | Project Name | Rental Housing Preservation and Development
Target Area
Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing
Supported
Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $811,494
HOME: $2,261,943
Description Capital financing for development and preservation of affordable rental housing.
Planned Capital financing related to preservation, development, or acquisition of affordable rental housing.
Activities
17 | Project Name | Housing Programs Development Staffing
Target Area
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Goals

Increase Access to Affordable Housing

18

19

Supported

Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $101,139

Description Support staff costs for planning and development of affordable housing strategies
Planned Development of plans and strategies, evaluation, and development of ConPlan
Activities

Project Name | HOME Administration

Target Area

Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing

Supported

Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development

Addressed

Funding HOME: $250,218

Description Support costs of staff involved in the administration of the HOME grant.

Planned Grant administration including program evaluation and reporting, and contracting.
Activities

Project Name | Neighborhood Business District Projects

Target Area

Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development

Supported

Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $698,177

Description Physical improvements to selected neighborhood business districts

Planned Implementation of physical improvements (sidewalk improvements, street lighting improvements, etc) in low- and
Activities moderate-income neighborhood business districts

20

Project Name

Neighborhood Business District Planning
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Target Area

Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development
Supported
Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $148,498
Description Support neighborhood business organizations in the development of neighborhood improvements and business support
Planned Financial assistance to neighborhood business and economic development organizations
Activities

21 | Project Name | Microenterprise Business Technical Assistance
Target Area
Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development
Supported
Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $92,000
Description Support subrecipient to deliver technical assistance and business advice to microenterprises or those thinking about

starting microenterprises

Planned Technical assistance and business advice to current and potential microenterprise entrepreneurs
Activities

22 | Project Name | Grow Seattle Refugee & Immigrant Services
Target Area
Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development
Supported
Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development
Addressed
Funding CDBG: $450,000
Description Support subrecipient to provide services to businesses and potential businesses to persons with cultural barriers or

challenges
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23

24

25

Planned Technical assistance and business advice

Activities

Project Name | Seattle Conservation Corps

Target Area

Goals

Supported

Needs

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $808,000

Description Provide for improvements in neighborhood parks that serve low- and moderate-income neighborhoods.
Planned Installation of park improvements including safety fencing, paths, and improved landscaping.
Activities

Project Name | Parks ADA Upgrades

Target Area

Goals Economic and Neighborhood Development

Supported

Needs Neighborhood Community and Economic Development

Addressed

Funding CDBG: $140,000

Description Support costs of implementing accessibility upgrades to parks

Planned Improve accessibiliity of Seattle's parks for persons with mobility limitations.
Activities

Project Name | HOPWA RFI

Target Area

Goals Increase Access to Affordable Housing

Supported

Needs Affordable Housing Preservation and Development

Addressed

Funding HOPWA: $1,706,482
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Description Use of HOPWA funds will be determined by a competitive process in the fall of 2014. Successful projects will directly
benefit HOPWA-eligible residents.

Planned Activities most likely will include supporting services and rent assistance.

Activities

Table 60 — Project Summary
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution — 91.220(f)

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed

The City encourages production and preservation of affordable housing throughout the city to maximize
choice for low-income residents of Seattle. OH will encourage project locations that afford low-income
residents the greatest access to opportunities such as jobs, quality education, parks and open space, and
services. OH will encourage housing projects that support focused community development
investments that improve the quality of life in low-income communities, and projects in locations where
revitalization trends are leading to the displacement of low-income residents.OH will develop criteria to
evaluate project locations, which will be published in Notice of Fund Availability (NOFA) documents.
Access to transit will be a priority, as transportation costs are second only to housing costs for a majority
of low-income households and many low-income households do not own a car. The location criteria will
be tailored according to the population intended to reside in the housing, for example, schools would
not be a consideration for senior housing.

Geographic Distribution

Target Area | Percentage of Funds

Table 61 - Geographic Distribution

Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically

Discussion
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Affordable Housing

AP-55 Affordable Housing — 91.220(g)

Introduction

The goal numbers presented here reflect activities to be funded with federal funds through the City's
Office of Housing. (The rental assistance goal excludes certain homelessness prevention activities
funded by the Human Services Department.)

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported
Homeless 20
Non-Homeless 22
Special-Needs 7
Total 49

Table 62 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through
Rental Assistance 0
The Production of New Units 40
Rehab of Existing Units 650
Acquisition of Existing Units 9
Total 699

Table 63 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type
Discussion

It is anticipated that the Senior Services Minor Home Repair program contract administration will be
moved to the Human Service Department from the Office of Housing if the budget proposal is approved
by the Mayor and Council during the 2014 City budget process. Service levels and number of units is not
expected to change significantly, remaining in the range of 700 repairs done to 650 housing units in
2014,
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AP-60 Public Housing — 91.220(h)

Introduction

SHA uses a variety of strategies to address the financial and community needs of its residents, including
job placement and referral services, case management, savings incentive programs, and support for
leadership development through SHA’s Community Builders.

Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing

SHA plans to maintain its efforts to connect residents with case management and services through both
SHA staff and contracts with agencies such as ADS. SHA provides support for education, including
tutoring and recruitment for College Bound enrollment, as well as job placements and referrals. SHA
would like to expand services available to public housing residents, but at this time it is not clear that
funding will be available to support expanded services.

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and
participate in homeownership

SHA’s Community Builders support residents in becoming involved in management, working with
interested residents to form and sustain duly-elected resident councils and issue-specific work groups to
work with management on issues of common interest. In addition, most communities send
representatives to the Joint Policy Advisory Committee (JPAC), with whom SHA regularly consults on
major policy issues. Residents are involved in planning for the use of HUD’s Resident Participation
Funds.

SHA supports participants who wish to become homeowners through both the FSS program and the
new Savings Match Program, which will match the savings that participants have accumulated when
they are ready to move out of subsidized housing and into homeownership or private market rentals.
SHA is also exploring programs that might enable SHA housing participants to become homeowners in
the agency’s Scattered Sites portfolio.

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be
provided or other assistance

Not applicable.

Discussion

SHA provides a number of services and programs that are intended to address the needs of its residents,
including programs that support education, employment, leadership development, and
homeownership.
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities — 91.220(i)

Introduction

Seattle is responding to the needs of persons experiencing homelessness through a coordinated
Continuum of Care. The City invests in services to prevent homelessness and to help homeless people
access and retain permanent, affordable housing with direct grants through contracts with community-
based organizations. The City also invests in the development of affordable, permanent housing for
homeless and low-income individuals and families.

The one-year Action Plan goals and action steps implement priorities through planning, program
development, investment, and contract monitoring of projects in three strategic investment areas:

e Homelessness Prevention — Providing assistance to prevent people from becoming homeless
and needing to enter the shelter;

e Homeless Intervention Services — Connecting people who are homeless with resources to
increase safety and access to housing;

e Housing Placement, Stabilization, and Support — Moving people rapidly into housing and
providing support when needed to remain in housing.

Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending homelessness
including

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs

The one-year goals and actions for outreach and assessment include:

1. Planning and program development, in conjunction with the Committee to End Homelessness
and Seattle/King County Continuum of Care, to implement coordinated entry, coordinated
engagement and assessment systems for homeless youth/young adults and for homeless
individual adults/households without children. A Coordinated Engagement system for
youth/young adults will be developed and implemented in 2013-2014. A system for
individuals/households without children will be designed in 2014.

2. Monitoring of City of Seattle funded projects with the King County Family Homelessness
Initiative and the continued implementation of the coordinated entry and assessment system
for households with children, Family Housing Connection. All projects funded by the City of
Seattle that are serving homeless families are required to participate in the Family Housing
Connection system, with the exception of confidential shelters for victims of domestic violence.
Assessment for DV confidential shelters is managed through a separate coordinated system
called Day One.
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Investing, contracting and monitoring of funding for outreach services and day centers, drop-in centers,
hygiene service centers and shelter programs. These programs are responsible for reaching out to
homeless persons and assessing individual needs for intervention services, referrals to shelter and
access to housing. Projects funded by Consolidated Plan funding resources are listed in AP-38, Project
Summary. City of Seattle also provides local general fund resources to other projects and programs
(listed and updated on the city of Seattle HSD Webpage.

Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

The one-year goals for addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless
persons include:

1. Investing, contracting and monitoring of funding for emergency shelter and transitional housing
programs. These programs assist individual single adults, families, and youth/young adults and
special needs populations, including persons with HIV/AIDS. Projects funded by Consolidated
Plan funding resources are listed in AP-38, Project Summary. City of Seattle also provides local
general fund resources to other projects and programs (listed and updated on the city of Seattle
HSD Webpage.

2. Planning, program development and system coordination in conjunction with the Committee to
End Homelessness/Continuum of Care on implementation of initiatives that are specifically
targeted to assist homeless families with children, homeless youth/young adults, chronically
homeless individuals (Client Care Coordination/Campaign to End Chronic Homelessness), and
HIV/AIDS (HIV/AIDS Housing Committee and Ryan White Planning and Implementation groups).

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again

The one-year goals for addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless
persons include:

1. Investing, contracting and monitoring of funding in housing placement, stabilization & support
services. This includes financial assistance, services designed to move a homeless household
quickly into permanent, “non time-limited” housing; and housing focused services such as case
management, housing advocacy, search and placement services for short-term or ongoing
support to households to stabilize, move into housing. Programs are designed to rapidly
rehouse and stabilize homeless individuals, families, and youth/young adults and special needs
populations, including persons with HIV/AIDS, in housing with the most appropriate level and
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duration of service intervention(s). Projects funded by Consolidated Plan funding resources are
listed in AP-38, Project Summary. City of Seattle also provides local general fund resources to
other projects and programs (listed and updated on the city of Seattle HSD Webpage.

Planning , program development and system coordination in conjunction with the Committee to
End Homelessness/Continuum of Care to implement initiatives aimed at reducing homelessness
among families with children, youth/young adults, chronically homeless individuals, and persons
living with HIV/AIDS (HIV/AIDS Housing Committee and Ryan White Planning and
Implementation groups).

Implementation of Committee to End Homelessness Shelter Task Force recommendations,
including assessment of housing needs and housing placement for shelter residents with long-
term stays.

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely

low-income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from publicly

funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health facilities,

foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or, receiving

assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education, or youth needs

Investing, contracting and monitoring of funding in Homelessness Prevention programs that
provide financial assistance and housing focused services, such as case management, housing
advocacy, search and placement services for short-term or ongoing support to households to
stabilize, move into housing. Prevention programs assist individuals, families, youth/young
adults and special needs populations, including persons with HIV/AIDS, who are at greatest risk
of becoming homeless. Projects funded by Consolidated Plan funding resources are listed in
AP-38, Project Summary. City of Seattle also provides local Housing Levy funding with federal
funding, such as ESG to support these prevention programs (listed and updated on the city of
Seattle HSD Webpage.

Planning, program development and system coordination in conjunction with the Committee to
End Homelessness/Continuum of Care on implementation of initiatives that prevent homeless
families with children, homeless youth/young adults, chronically homeless individuals, and
households at-risk of homelessness.

Coordinating homelessness prevention and discharge planning programs and protocols. Discharge

planning/protocols in place for health care, mental health institutions, corrections, and foster care

systems are included in Section MA-35, Special Needs Facilities and Services.

Discussion

Funding to agencies described in the action plan is provided in the form of a contract between the

recipient agency and the Seattle Human Services Department (HSD). The contract contains terms and
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conditions of funding, reporting and invoicing requirements, performance expectations and service
delivery levels, record keeping responsibilities, and consent to on-site monitoring as requested by the
City.

HSD makes funding awards through procurement processes called Requests for Investments (RFIs). An
RFl is an open and competitive funding allocation process in which HSD will set the desired outcomes
and agencies respond by submitting a proposal requesting an investment to achieve these outcomes by
providing specific program or project services. The specific requirements for requests for funding will be
detailed in procurement materials. Funding opportunities and materials are posted on the HSD Funding
Opportunities web page..

Requests for Investments indicate the amount and type of funding anticipated for specific investment
areas, investment outcomes, priorities for investments and program models, eligible activities and
performance requirements for contracts awarded through the RFI.

All agencies submitting proposals for investment through the competitive RFI demonstrate their ability
to deliver established outcomes for clients by providing specific services. Applications in each process
are reviewed for ability to deliver services that meet investment outcomes and goals. Applicants are
also asked to demonstrate how they will incorporate specific standards and principles, such as cultural
and linguistic relevance, in their program model.
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AP-70 HOPWA Goals - 91.220 (1)(3)

One year goals for the number of households to be provided housing through the use of HOPWA for:

Short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance to prevent homelessness of the individual or
family 30

Tenant-based rental assistance 36

Units provided in permanent housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with HOPWA funds 75

Units provided in transitional short-term housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with

HOPWA funds 15

Total 156
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable housing — 91.220(j)

Introduction:

All of City of Seattleés housing programs seek to increase affordable housing opportunities for low-
income households. This is done in part by providing gap financing to create affordable rental housing,
providing downpayment assistance, and decreasing energy costs for low-income households through
weatherization and energy conservation improvements.

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve
as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
return on residential investment

In addition, the Cityés public policies are generally favorable to affordable housing development,
maintenance and improvement. City zoning provides capacity to add a range of housing types in
amounts exceeding planning goals.Seattle has implemented the vast majority of the actions identified
on HUD¢s latest Initiative on Removal of Regulatory Barriers questionnaire. One of those actions is
Seattle's Comprehensive Plan, which includes a detailed Housing Element. The plan estimates current
and anticipated housing needs for the next 20 years, taking into account anticipated growth in the Puget
Sound region. The plan addresses needs of both existing and future residents of all incomes. A number
of affordable housing strategies are incorporated into Seattleé¢s Land Use Code. An example is the
transferable development rights and bonus programs, which have been available to developers in
downtown Seattle high rise zones since the mid-1980s. Starting in 2006, Seattle City Council has adopted
legislation introducing affordable housing incentives for residential developers in several Seattle
neighborhoods: South Lake Union, Downtown, South Downtown, Dravus, Roosevelt, First Hill highrise
zones, and multifamily midrise zones in urban centers and urban villages throughout the city. Seattle
recognizes that lower parking requirements are one of many components of achieving neighborhoods
that are green, livable, and affordable. Housing in downtown and Seattleés five other urban centers
have no parking requirement. In addition, new affordable housing and senior housing in other Seattle
neighborhoods have lower minimum parking requirements than other types of development. Several
years ago the State of Washington adopted legislation authorizing jurisdictions to grant 12-year property
tax exemptions as an incentive for multifamily housing development in urban centers. Seattleés current
Multifamily Tax Exemption Program requires that twenty percent of the units in each development be
affordable to families and individuals with incomes at or below 65, 75, or 85 percent of area median,
depending on unit size, as a condition of the tax exemption on the residential improvements.

Discussion:

The City is a prime sponsor of the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness in King County, which documents
the commitment to ending homelessness in King County by 2014 and outlines strategies that support
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that goal. The Ten-Year Plan considers a variety of strategies targeted to access and retention of housing
for homeless individuals and families. This includes increasing the use of existing private and nonprofit
units as well as new construction for permanent supportive housing. OH also dedicates specific local
Housing Levy and state funds to leverage additional units of permanent housing for homeless and
disabled persons. The Ten-Year Plan emphasizes preventing discharge into homelessness as people
move from hospitalization or incarceration.
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AP-85 Other Actions — 91.220(k)

Introduction:

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs
Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families
Actions planned to develop institutional structure

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies

Discussion:
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Program Specific Requirements
AP-90 Program Specific Requirements — 91.220(l1)(1,2,4)

Introduction:

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(1)
Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out.

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before the start of the next

program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed 0
2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the year to

address the priority needs and specific objectives identified in the grantee's strategic plan. 0
3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements 0
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the planned use has not

been included in a prior statement or plan 0
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities 0
Total Program Income: 0

Other CDBG Requirements

1. The amount of urgent need activities 0

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that benefit

persons of low and moderate income.Overall Benefit - A consecutive period of one,

two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum overall benefit of 70%

of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and moderate income. Specify the

years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. 0.00%

HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(2)
1. Adescription of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in Section 92.205 is
as follows:

2. Adescription of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when used
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for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:

Recapture provisions will apply to loans to home buyers, made by the City or by a subrecipient or
other intermediary.

Recapture provision will be enforced by a written HOME Agreement signed by the homebuyer and
the City and/or intermediary as well as a recorded Deed of Trust that is the security instrument for
the subordinate loan promissory note.

The recapture model that applies is "Recapture entire amount," as further explained below. In case
of any bona fide sale, including any foreclosure sale, the City will not recapture more than the Net
Proceeds. "Net Proceeds" are defined as the sales price minus superior loan repayment (other than
HOME funds) and any closing costs.

The amount to be recaptured includes outstanding principal, plus interest at 3% simple interest, plus
shared appreciation computed as determined below. The principal amount subject to recapture is
only the direct subsidy benefitting the homebuyer, which is the loan of HOME funds to the
homebuyer. Shared appreciation is defined as the amount equal to the applicable Shared
Appreciation Percentage, as defined below, multiplied by the Shared Appreciation Net Proceeds,
defined generally as the Gross Sales Price of a bona fide sale (otherwise, market value) minus the
sum of (a) the original purchase price paid by the homebuyer, plus (b) Eligible Improvement Costs,
plus (c) Eligible Sales Costs. The Shared Appreciation Percentage is calculated by dividing the loan
amount to the homebuyer by the purchase price paid by the homebuyer.

Resale Requirements

Resale requirements will apply to affordable homeownership opportunities provided using the
community land trust model. In that model, The City of Seattle provides funding to a nonprofit
community land trust to make available for sale a completed home together with a 99-year
leasehold estate on the land, at an affordable price. Resale provisions will be enforced by a recorded
covenant signed by the land owner, the homebuyer, and the City, and also through a 99-year ground
lease between the land owner and the homebuyer. Under both the covenant and the ground lease,
for a period exceeding the minimum HOME affordability period, the home may be sold only to a
buyer whose family qualifies as a low-income family, which family will occupy the home as its
principal residence. The land owner, through the ground lease, shall have an option to purchase in
order to ensure that the home is sold to an eligible buyer at an affordable price.

The Resale Requirement will limit the sale price based on the following formula: Purchase Price x
1.5% compounded annually from time of purchase, plus credit for approved capital improvements.

The Resale Formula includes a credit for capital improvements approved by the land owner, the
value of which is determined by a licensed appraiser. The resale price as determined by the Resale
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Formula is affordable to low-income buyers with incomes from 50% up to 80% of Area Median
Income. Through signing the ground lease, the homebuyer agrees that the Resale Formula
generates a fair return.

3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units acquired
with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:

The description of the guidelines for homebuyer activities (question #2 in this section) apply here as
well. Please refer to the response to that question.

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is
rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing guidelines required that
will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
Reference 91.220(1)(4)

1. Include written standards for providing ESG assistance (may include as attachment)

See Appendix in AD-25 for ESG written standards attachment.

2. If the Continuum of Care has established centralized or coordinated assessment system that
meets HUD requirements, describe that centralized or coordinated assessment system.

The Seattle/King County Continuum of Care (CoC) does not have a system-wide centralized or
coordinated assessment system in place for all population groups.

However, the CoC has recently created a coordinated assessment system for homeless families,
Family Housing Connection. The CoC is using the family coordinated entry system as a model to
expand coordinated assessment of youth/young adults, and single adults.

The coordinated entry and assessment system for families with children began operations in April
2012. Family Housing Connection partners with more than 80 shelter and housing programs in
Seattle and King County, including emergency shelter (excluding Domestic Violence shelters), Rental
Assistance Rapid Rehousing Programs, Transitional Housing, Service Enriched Housing, and
Supportive Permanent Housing Programs. The system uses the Community Information Line as a
central referral and scheduling point. The new system is streamlining access to services for families
experiencing homelessness and is collecting data through to provide unduplicated data on the
number of homeless families and their housing needs.
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3. Identify the process for making sub-awards and describe how the ESG allocation available to
private nonprofit organizations (including community and faith-based organizations).

The Seattle Human Services Department makes funding awards through procurement processes
called Requests for Investments (RFIs). An RFlis an open and competitive funding allocation
process in which HSD will set the desired outcomes and agencies respond by submitting a proposal
requesting an investment to achieve these outcomes by providing specific program or project
services.

The specific requirements for requests for funding will be detailed in procurement materials.
Funding opportunities and materials are posted on the HSD Web page:
http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/funding/.

Requests for Investments indicate the amount and type of funding anticipated for specific
investment areas, investment outcomes, priorities for investments and program models, eligible
activities and performance requirements for contracts awarded through the RFI.

All agencies submitting proposals for investment through the competitive RFI will demonstrate their
ability to deliver established outcomes for clients by providing specific services. Applications in
each process will be reviewed for ability to deliver services that meet investment outcomes and
goals. Applicants will also be asked to demonstrate how they will incorporate specific standards and
principles, such as cultural and linguistic relevance, in their program model.

Funding will be provided in the form of a contract between the recipient agency and the Seattle
Human Services Department. The contract contains terms and conditions of funding, reporting and
invoicing requirements, performance expectations and service delivery levels, record keeping
responsibilities, and consent to on-site monitoring as requested by the City.

4. If the jurisdiction is unable to meet the homeless participation requirement in 24 CFR
576.405(a), the jurisdiction must specify its plan for reaching out to and consulting with
homeless or formerly homeless individuals in considering policies and funding decisions
regarding facilities and services funded under ESG.

The Seattle / King County Continuum of Care (CoC) includes King County plus the cities of Seattle,
Auburn, Bellevue, Federal Way, Kent, Renton, and Shoreline. The lead agency for the CoC is the
Committee to End Homelessness, a broad coalition of government, faith communities, non-profits,
the business community and homeless and formerly homeless people working together to
implement the Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness in King County. ESG funding decisions are
coordinated with the CEH, as lead CoC agency, and its Funders Group.

In addition, the City of Seattle completed the Communities Supporting Safe & Stable Housing
Investment Plan in 2012, to guide funding policies and allocation of the City’s homeless services
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funding within the Ten-Year Plan. The City’s community engagement included outreach and
consultation with homeless and formerly homeless individuals who participated in surveys, focus
groups, and on the community Advisory Committee created to oversee the plan.

5. Describe performance standards for evaluating ESG.
Discussion:
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